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COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION REFORM:
GOVERNMENT PERSPECTIVES ON IMMIGRA-
TION STATISTICS

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 6, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP,
REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 2:47 p.m., in Room
2141, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Zoe Lofgren
(Chairwoman of the Subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Lofgren, Gutierrez, Berman, Jackson
Lee, Delahunt, Sanchez, Davis, Ellison, King, Lungren, and Smith.

Staff present: Ur Mendoza Jaddou, Chief Counsel; R. Blake
Chisam, Majority Counsel; George Fishman, Minority Counsel; and
Benjamin Staub, Professional Staff Member.

Ms. LOFGREN. The Subcommittee hearing will now come to order.

We have had a series of hearings, beginning at Ellis Island, ex-
amining comprehensive immigration reform, looking at the issues
from 1986 and 1996 in an effort to avoid mistakes of the past.

We have considered current employment workplace verification
systems, family priorities in immigration, and the proposed point
system that the Senate is looking at. We have looked at the cost
of immigration on States and localities. We have held hearings on
the integration of immigrants, the future of undocumented immi-
grant students in the United States, heard from stakeholders in
the immigrant community, labor unions, the business community,
and much of the debate has been around numbers.

So this is a hearing where we are going to hear from Govern-
ment witnesses about the numbers: How many illegal immigrants
are here? How big is the backlog? How many occupations does the
Government project there are or will be shortages in? How many
potential immigrants with pending immigration petitions are out-
side the United States?

There are important questions, and we hope to get answers from
the two panels.

We are really very blessed to have two of our colleagues who are
here, but before we go to them I would just like to ask the Ranking
Member if he has a statement he would like to offer for the record.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Lofgren follows:]

o))
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND CHAIRWOMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL
Law

I would like to welcome the Immigration Subcommittee Members, our witnesses,
and members of the public to the Subcommittee’s fifteenth hearing on comprehen-
sive immigration reform.

Our series of hearings on comprehensive immigration reform began at Ellis Is-
land, where we examined the need for comprehensive immigration reform to secure
our borders, to address economic and demographic concerns, and there we reviewed
our nation’s rich immigrant history. We have studied immigration reform from 1986
and 1996 in an effort to avoid the mistakes of the past. We’ve considered the prob-
lems with and proposed solutions for our current employment and worksite
verification system. In light of the recent Senate immigration agreement to elimi-
nate family priorities in immigration and replace those priorities with a completely
new and untested point system, we studied the contributions of family immigrants
to America and various immigration point systems used around the world. We have
explored the costs of immigration on our states and localities. We've held hearings
to explore the importance of immigrant integration and the future of undocumented
immigrant students in the United States. Before the recess, we heard from numer-
ous groups of stakeholders and labor unions about their concerns about immigration
reform.

Just this morning we listened to the perspectives of business groups.

This afternoon, in the last of our hearings on comprehensive immigration reform,
we will get the government’s numbers.

Much of the debate about comprehensive immigration reform revolves around
numbers. How many illegal immigrants are there? How big is the current immigra-
tion backlog? How many occupations does the government project there are or will
be shortages in? How many potential immigrants with pending immigration peti-
tions are outside the U.S.?

These are important questions. To draft comprehensive immigration reform legis-
lation and to answer the inevitable questions about that legislation, the Sub-
committee needs to hear from knowledgeable government witnesses about the sta-
tistics the government keeps.

This hearing will allow the Subcommittee to learn what the numbers are. Wit-
nesses from the Administration and the Congressional Research Service will help
us to get the facts and figures we all need to make the judgments and assumptions
necessary to do immigration reform right.

From these numbers, we should be able to better make the policy judgments nec-
essary to evaluate the different comprehensive immigration reform proposals.

Thank you again to our distinguished witnesses for being here today to help us
sort through what is a complex and very important issue.

Mr. KING. Thank you, Madam Chair. I, like you, appreciate the
witnesses that are here today.

I will begin my remarks by expressing disappointment about the
procedure surrounding witness selection for today’s hearing. While
I appreciate the willingness of the witnesses who are here to tes-
tify, I am disappointed in the fact that the minority was required
to invite only Government witnesses here to testify. There is no
precedent for this, and there will be no precedent for this.

Unfortunately, today is not the first time that we have had our
witnesses dictated by the majority. The same thing occurred on
May 3rd on a different hearing.

And so, in response to the decree about minority witnesses and
their identity and to ensure that both sides of this issue are pub-
licly examined, just as I did on May 3rd and pursuant to House
Rule 11, I now request a minority day of hearing to be able to ad-
dress this subject matter from a minority perspective.

And I present a letter to you, Madam Chair.

Regarding the subject at hand, immigration statistics is a vast
issue area. Many immigration-related numbers and statistics are
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circulated by Government sources and private entities each day. I
would like to list some of those numbers.

Nineteen thousand five hundred and eighty-eight dollars
($19,588): That is the amount each low-skilled immigrant house-
hold costs American taxpayers per year, according to The Heritage
Foundation.

Two and a half trillion dollars ($2.5 trillion dollars): the amount
of net retirement costs, or benefits minus taxes, to American tax-
payers if all the current adult illegal immigrants in the United
States were granted amnesty, according to The Heritage Founda-
tion senior research fellow Robert Rector.

Zero: another number, the number of final orders issued to em-
ployers for hiring illegal immigrants in 2004. Zero enforcement.

Ten: the number of final orders issued for hiring illegal immi-
grants in 2005. Working a little better.

Three: the number of illegal immigrants in the Fort Dix Six, the
group arrested while planning to murder American soldiers at Fort
Dix, New Jersey.

Two hundred seven billion, one hundred million dollars ($207.1
billion): the amount estimated by TREA Senior Citizens League
that a Social Security totalization agreement with Mexico would
cost American taxpayers by the year 2040. That is $207.1 billion.

One hundred eight thousand and twenty-five (108,025): the num-
ber of OTMs, “other than Mexicans,” from countries like Pakistan,
Syria, Iran that were apprehended on the U.S.-Mexican border by
Border Patrol while trying to illegally cross into the United States.

Twenty-five million (25 million): the number of pounds of trash
estimated by the Bureau of Land Management to have been left
along the Arizona-Mexico border by illegal immigrants crossing
into the United States—25 million pounds.

Seventy-eight and six tenths (78.6): the number of miles of vehi-
cle barrier that have been built along the 2,000 mile U.S.-Mexican
border as of May 24th of this year.

Eighty-seven and two tenths (87.2): the number of miles of fenc-
ing that have been built along the southern border up to May 25th
of this year.

Sixty-nine million (69 million): That is the number of people in
the United States of working age who are simply not in the work-
force.

One million, two hundred and sixth-six thousand, two hundred
and sixty-four (1,266,264): That is the number of lawful permanent
residents admitted to the United States in 2006, more than any
other country in the world.

The statistics I have listed are particularly interesting since they
prove that the United States is generous with its immigration pol-
icy, that the United States has an enormous problem with illegal
immigration, that the United States has not in many years had an
Administration interested in enforcing immigration laws, that the
United States is vulnerable to another terrorist attack and that we
must end illegal immigration.

With that, Madam Chair, I look forward to the witnesses’ testi-
mony. And I appreciate your acceptance and ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter be introduced into the record as well.

And I yield back the balance of my time.
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Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired. The letter is re-
ceived and will be dealt with according to the rules.

[The letter referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. The hearing before us will really be to get a han-
dle on answers. And before we go to our more traditional Govern-
ment witnesses, we are very honored to be joined by two of our col-
leagues here today.

Thank you for putting up with the business part of our meeting.

And I am going to go in order of seniority here.

The minority’s witness is the gentleman from California, Con-
gressman Dana Rohrabacher. Congressman Rohrabacher, my col-
league from California, represents the 46th Congressional District.
A senior member of the Foreign Affairs and Science Committees,
Congressman Rohrabacher came to Congress after serving as a spe-
cial assistant and speechwriter to President Reagan. He earned his
bachelor’s degree from Long Beach State College and his master’s
degree from the University of Southern California. And he and his
wife Rhonda became the proud parents of triplets in April 2004.
And I invite you to ask him to see the pictures, as I have. It is a
wonderful thing.

We are also joined by our colleague, Congressman Joe Crowley,
the representative from New York’s 7th Congressional District,
who is serving his fifth term here in the House. After graduating
from Queens College, he won a seat in the New York State Assem-
bly at the age of 24 years old. After 12 years of service in Albany,
he was elected in 1998 to serve with us in the House of Represent-
atives. A Member of the Committee of Ways and Means and the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, Congressman Crowley is the only
Member of Congress to have lost a member of his family in the ter-
rorist attacks of September 11. He and his wife Casey have three
wonderful children: Colin, Kensey Louise, and Liam. And you can
also ask him to see the pictures.

We are very pleased to have you both here. You know the drill.
Your full statements are part of the record. We ask you to try and
summarize in about 5 minutes.

We are going to ask other Members to put their opening state-
ments into the record, and we will reserve time for Mr. Conyers or
Mr. Smith if they come.

At this point, we would turn to Dana and then to Joe.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE DANA ROHRABACHER, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI-
FORNIA

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, and I appreciate the
opportunity to testify.

Whereas reliable statistics on illegal immigration are notoriously
hard to come by and to verify, so such a discussion as this is very
beneficial.

Contrary to the image many are trying to promote, illegal immi-
gration has had a devastating impact on Social Security. More than
half of illegal immigrants in our country work for cash under the
table. So these illegal immigrants do not pay into the Social Secu-
rity system. And since they are paid in cash, the employers do not
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pay their part of the contribution into the Social Security system
either.

Another negative effect is that jobs which would have been filled
by American citizens or legal immigrants are taken away. Without
a pool of available illegal immigrants, employers would be forced
to hire legal applicants and cover them under Social Security.

So Americans are losing jobs to illegals who aren’t paying their
fair share into the Social Security system.

Corresponding to this, a flow of illegal labor into our country
brings down wages in general. Employers who might have paid $10
to $12 an hour now pay lower wages, which then results in lower
contributions to the Social Security system.

There are those, of course, who would think the solution is to le-
galize all of those who are illegally in the United States and they
believe that this would solve the Social Security crisis. In fact, le-
galizing the status of those here illegally will make the Social Secu-
rity challenge facing America dramatically worse. Any plan that
specifically gives Social Security to those who have been working
in this country and have been working here illegally is an invita-
tion to fraud on a massive scale.

What would stop anyone from claiming that they worked here
under a false Social Security number? Hundreds of thousands of
people pay into Social Security under phony numbers, especially
the number 000-00-0000. How can one prove who it was that used
a fraudulent Social Security number and who did not use that? So
it lends itself to even more fraud.

We already have a huge problem with identity theft and fraudu-
lent identification. Allowing those who have worked illegally in the
United States to participate in Social Security exponentially in-
creases the incentive for fraud. And of course, we already know
that the people who have been working here are willing to commit
identity fraud, because that is how they got the jobs that they are
working here in the first place, all of those who are not working
under the table, and even some of them who are working under the
table.

Another overlooked consequence is the survivors’ benefit and dis-
ability aspect of Social Security. What would stop anyone from
claiming, “My spouse worked there under a false number, I am the
widow, these are my children, start sending the survivors’ benefits
that we are entitled to”?

Remember, billions of people around the world have no retire-
ment system whatsoever. So why assume that only younger immi-
grants are going to come here to the United States? Why wouldn’t
someone in their 50’s think, “I could work in the United States for
10 years, and Social Security payments would let me live very well
in my own country”?

Furthermore, many people will now be legalized under several
different proposals who are poor and low-skilled. In fact, over half
the illegal immigrants coming into our country don’t even have a
high school education.

The inconvenient fact is that Social Security pays out more bene-
fits proportionally to lower-wage workers than to higher-paid work-
ers. Thus the projections that I have seen from Social Security as-
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sumes that immigrants who are coming in have the same earning
potential as Americans. Well, that is just not true.

What we have got here is people pouring in who are poorer, who
will then be receiving more Social Security benefits than they are
putting in, which is a huge threat to the viability of the Social Se-
curity system in the long run.

The last and most significant point is this. In 1986, after being
told that we would be legalizing about 1 million people, 3 million
illegal immigrants ended up being granted amnesty. It is now 20
years later, and the current illegal immigrant estimates range from
12 million to 20 million people here illegally. The 20 million figure
comes not from a Government source, but from a private study con-
ducted on the monies that are sent back through remittances to
other countries.

Is there any doubt that legalizing the status of those who come
here illegally will result in a flood of new illegal immigrants into
our country? Permitting these legalized immigrants into the Social
Security system will turbo-charge the flood of illegals into our coun-
try. If we legalize 12 million to 20 million now, there will be 45 mil-
lion to 60 million here in 2027.

No fence, no wall, no minefield, no system will keep the illegal
aliens out of this country if we give them a reasonable hope that
they will receive Government benefits, including retirement, and it
can be theirs if they just get across the U.S. border and wait us
out.

Under such a strain, our Social Security system will not survive.
It will collapse. Being irrationally benevolent to illegals is a crime
against our own people.

And I would like to submit a written statement for the record.!

Ms. LOFGREN. Of course. Thank you, Congressman Rohrabacher.

We will turn now to our colleague Joe Crowley, with special
thanks. The Chairman of the Ways and Means Committee had a
scheduling conflict, and his colleague on the Committee stepped
into the breach.

So, Joe, you are now recognized for 5 minutes.

TESTIMONY OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH CROWLEY, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW
YORK

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you for inviting me here today.

As you point out, I have a particular interest in the issue of im-
migration as the son of an immigrant as well as the grandson of
immigrants. And as duly noted by the leadership on our side, Whip
Clyburn has appointed me as Chief Deputy Whip to work on this
particular issue. So I am very happy to be here today to speak on
this issue.

I believe very strongly in it as well, and I think I have a more
optimistic view of the contributions of immigrants to the United
States economically. And I think it is about looking forward, not
looking backwards, and maybe not even looking at where we are

1The Subcommittee had not received a written statement at the time of the printing of this
hearing,
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today but looking at where we are going to be in a number of years
to come.

And I am also not here today to make points or criticize in any
way the Senate bill that they are working through right now. It is
my hope that they do act on something and don’t retreat but move
forward and actually pass something, so we can then take some-
thing up here, move to a conference and get real, comprehensive
immigration reform passed.

But I would point out to the Committee that the CBR report
shows that comprehensive immigration reform is essential to the
growth of our economy, and this is why. It is imperative we pass
a comprehensive immigration reform this year in order to secure
our borders, sustain a strong economic future for the United States
and ensure that our country remains a haven for those who seek
freedom, opportunity and a better way of life for themselves and
for their families.

Immigration does not necessarily have to be a drain on the econ-
omy, as many would have you believe. Immigrants are not a drain
on taxpayers in the economy. In fact, they improve many aspects
of our economy, adding to job creation, increasing our national rev-
enue, and increasing, for example, the revenue going into Social Se-
curity and our Social Security fund.

Look at the jobs they fill, the money they spend, the jobs they
create. They are essential to our Nation’s future prosperity. An im-
migrant may take a job that in turn leads to the creation of a job,
or two jobs, or three jobs. So we are not talking about a fixed pie
here.

At the Summit on Retirement Savings hosted by the United
States Department of Labor, Alan Greenspan stated, “The larger
our workforce is in the year 2010 and beyond, the easier producing
goods and services for both retirees and active workers will be. Im-
migration policy will therefore be a key component of baby-boom
retirement policy.”

For example, people are not joining the workforce at the same
rate as they were in the 1950’s during the baby-boom era. Passing
comprehensive immigration reform is necessary because it will
allow more individuals to join the workforce legally and to add to
our economy and the benefits that we all enjoy.

This year it was widely reported that undocumented immigrants
in New York and throughout our Nation filed taxes in record num-
bers to start a paper trail with the prospect of Congress over-
hauling our immigration system. This only proves that comprehen-
sive immigration reform holds the promise of getting more individ-
uals, even those without documentation, to voluntarily pay into the
system rather than remain an invisible part and outside of that
system.

Undocumented immigrant workers already pay an estimated $7
billion a year into the Social Security system. There can be no bet-
ter incentive than a common-sense immigration policy to encourage
more individuals to pay taxes in the hope of getting a foothold in
the climb toward naturalization.

Granted, I do agree that some of the undocumented illegal work-
ers today are paid off the books. Some use false Social Security
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numbers. Others use false taxpayer I.D. numbers to pay into a sys-
tem that they will not necessarily get a benefit from in the future.

No one has yet figured out a way in which we compensate those
who have already contributed toward the Social Security system
who are undocumented here in the United States today.

Immigration will be the primary source of new skilled workers
for manufacturing, filling 10 million new jobs by the year 2020. An
inadequate labor force would accelerate the transfer of American
productive capacity and well-paid manufacturing jobs overseas. Re-
gardless of what Lou Dobbs says, it is not speak in facts but pedals
fear.

Look at my district, for instance. Look at my city. It is full of for-
eign corporations hiring Americans and immigrants assimilating in
and being a boom to our economy. Failure to attract enough labor
through immigration will result in lower gross domestic product
growth by at least 3 percent in 10 years and at least 17 percent
in 30 years.

Immigrants are crucial to jobs and the labor force. Growth in the
1990’s in the new economy of the last decade has overwhelmingly
depended on male immigrant workers. That is also from Mr.
Greenspan.

So in the end, Madam Chair, I applaud the work that you are
doing trying to develop comprehensive immigration reform that
takes into account the integrity of our borders, the need to end ille-
gal immigration as we know it today, but also bring about a prac-
tical approach toward comprehensive immigration reform that will
improve the economy of the United States and also the lives of the
millions who are undocumented here today who want nothing more
than a better way of life for themselves, for their families, and for
all Americans.

And with that, I will have more formal testimony submitted for
the record.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Crowley is inserted in the Ap-
pendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.

Without objection, both statements are submitted for the record.

Let me ask you this, I know how busy everybody’s schedule is.
We ordinarily go to questions. If you have other obligations, we will
happily say goodbye. Or if you are able—okay.

Why don’t we do this? We will start with questions, and then if
you have conflicts, we understand, and you can leave whenever you
need to.

Mr. CROWLEY. And if I don’t like the question I can just leave.

Ms. LOFGREN. That is right. [Laughter.]

Let me start, if I can.

That is right. The Ranking Member is correct. I did reserve the
right for both the Chairman and Ranking Member to give their
opening statements. And I need to recognize the Ranking Member
of the full Committee at this time.

Mr. SmMiTH. Madam Chair, thank you for letting me go out of
order. I appreciate you and Ranking Member King in doing so. I
will only take 1 minute, because I know there is limited time on
the part of our witnesses, and I know Members have questions.
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I just want to make a couple of comments and, on the way there,
also compliment you, Madam Chair, on being such an activist
Chairwoman. You have set the record and set the pace for a num-
ber of meetings and a number of hearings, and it is all for good
effect, I believe.

I want to follow up on what Mr. Rohrabacher said. And I appre-
ciate his testimony as well.

He made the statement, which is absolutely accurate, that over
half of all immigrants do not have a high school education. When
we talk about the impact of immigrants, for instance on Social Se-
curity, I think we need to differentiate between those immigrants
who have no high school education and those who do have, say, a
college education or above. Their contributions into Social Security
and what they get from Social Security are obviously going to be
different.

And I know later on you are going to have a witness from the
Social Security Administration. I hope that they will say in open
court today what they told me on the phone a year ago, and I hope
they haven’t changed their testimony since that time.

The discussions I had with the Social Security Administration a
year ago were that if you took the median age of an immigrant who
did not have a high school education—and we are talking about
over half of all immigrants—and you looked at the wages that they
averaged, which was less than $30,000, over their lifetime they
would get back more than $100,000 more than they contributed
into the Social Security trust fund.

Therefore, every immigrant that does not have a high school edu-
cation is actually contributing to the destabilization and financial
insolvency of the Social Security Administration over time.

We ought to just differentiate between those who contribute and
have a net positive impact on Social Security and those who are ac-
tually going to be getting back over $100,000 more than they put
in.
Lastly, when we had more time, I would comment further on the
impact of immigration on jobs, but every credible study I have seen
shows that it has a negative impact, particularly on blue-collar
workers in America and disproportionately on minorities and those
without a high school education. Those individuals are the ones
that unfortunately see their wages decline, and there is literally a
race to the bottom as to how little they can be paid.

And so I think when we go forward, Madam Chair, we ought to
take into consideration the adverse impact of those immigrants on
our American workers. I yearn for a national leader who will stand
up for the American workers.

Thank you, Madam Chair, and I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman yields back. Now we will return to
our colleagues for brief questions.

I, obviously, no matter what conclusions we have reached on the
subject, I believe that all of us, as Members of Congress, want the
best thing for our country. I mean, I don’t know of any Member of
Congress who has come here trying to do something other than the
best thing for our country. But we have a variety of pieces of infor-
mation before us and are reaching conclusions based on that infor-
mation and, in some cases, see the information in a different way.
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We asked the Congressional Research Service a series of ques-
tions, and, without objection, I will make all of their answers a part
of the record.

[The information referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Ms. LOFGREN. But one of the things that the CRS report—and
I think they are actually quoting the trustee’s report from Social
Security. On page 15 of the report, they say that, as immigration
increases, program cost rates decrease. And in a 25-year period,
2007-2031, with a net immigration per year of 672,500, the cost
rate is 14.26. If you go up to 900,000, it is 14.3. If it is 1.3 million,
it is 3.96.

And they base that assumption, really, on that immigrants tend
to be young. And thinking back to Ellis Island, our first hearing,
what they were looking for at Ellis Island in that big period was
they were looking for young, healthy people who wanted to work
and who wanted to come and be Americans.

I think a hundred years have passed and, really, we are kind of
looking for the same thing: people with enough get-up-and-go to get
up and go and get here and work and make something for them-
selves and their family and, in the process, they make something
for America. And I think that is reflected in the Social Security
trustees’ report.

I don’t know, Mr. Crowley, if you have or not—you are kind of
a pinch-hitter here—whether you have had a chance to take a look
at the trustees’ report, but certainly the CBO analysis that shows
a net financial benefit of this immigration, the report that they
have just released—which, without objection, I will also make a
part of the record—would seem to show that.

[The report referred to is inserted in the Appendix.]

Mr. CROWLEY. I haven’t read the trustees’ report, but I have
looked over the summary of the CBO report, which does, although
different years, I believe, does demonstrate the same outcome, and
that is that benefit to the coffers of the United States.

I also think it is important to have, of the notion that if somehow
the 12-million-plus undocumented illegals that are here today were
to evaporate, who would fill the jobs that would then be created by
them.

Clearly—at least in my experience, it has been clear for me—the
overwhelming number of immigrants who come to the United
States today are not different than immigrants who came in the
past, in the sense that their overwhelming drive is to improve their
state of life and for their families as well.

They take tremendous risks to come here. They leave family
members behind, and many of them who have been living here in
an undocumented fashion have been out of physical contact with
their loved ones for many, many years. That strength, that courage
and that drive is something that I think we as Americans want on
our side, want on our team.

So I know there are many who would attack those same individ-
uals and say we don’t want them, whatever the reason is. But I
think they do add tremendously to the value of our society. The
overwhelming majority are looking to contribute and want to con-
tribute in a more full way, and that is as full legal citizens.
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And I would only add that not only are they right now not able
to have a legal job, they can’t live in a legal apartment, they can’t
live really in a legal society. They live in a subculture or a Black-
market society. And I think it is better for all of us.

I am concerned about terrorism. I am concerned about people
being exploited. What better way to make them unexploitable than
by giving them the ability to come out into the light of day and be
a more practical part of our society? Right now they don’t have that
opportunity, and that is what I would like to see change more than
anything else.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I would suggest, number one, we are not
talking about immigration here. We are talking about illegal immi-
gration. Because no one would certainly disagree with the senti-
ments just expressed about how immigrants have contributed to
our societies and the great things they have done, the wonderful
people they generally have been.

We are talking about illegal immigration here. That is a different
issue. We bring in more legal immigrants than all the rest of the
world combined, so we have no apologies to make that we open up
our borders to legal immigrants. What do we do with the 15 million
to 20 million people who are here illegally?

The CBO report that you are talking about, or the CRA report,
that suggest that, for example, about the Social Security situation,
that is assuming that the people who have come here as illegals
have the same earning power as the average Americans workers
does. Now, I am sorry, their assumption is wrong.

Ms. LOFGREN. No, actually, I don’t think that is the case. It is
not fair. I have the report, and I will give it to you, Dana.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think my staff did take my statistics from
that as well.

Ms. LOFGREN. On page 15.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. But let’s then take what common sense tells
you. If we take the 15 million to 20 million people who are here
llegally, we legalize their status and then say, “The people who are
here illegally, who came here illegally but now are legalized are
now eligible to become part of the Social Security system,” what is
to say that those 100 million people or 200 million or even more
people who would take a message from that across the world who
are 50 years old and say, “My gosh, if I can get to the United
States, they have already legalized these other people and made
them eligible for Social Security, I will have a retirement”?

Ms. LOFGREN. My time is expired. One of the jobs of the Chair-
person is to set a good example for staying within the time frame.

I will just say, whether the United States should apologize is not
the question. We are trying to find out what is in the best interest
of America. That is the question for me.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Right.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would yield now to the Ranking Member for his
5 minutes.

Mr. KING. Thank you, Madam Chair.

I think that we need to have far more discussion about the long-
term implications of what may happen in this Congress this year.

I do appreciate both of your testimony, to be here today and to
sit and answer questions as well.
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Mr. Crowley, you made a comment that piqued my interest. I
haven’t had an opportunity, of course, to review the testimony of
either, which means I have to pay attention, which is a good thing.
But I am wondering, from a background perspective, could you give
me some sense of your economic involvement throughout your non-
public life career? Can you give me some sense what that might be?

Mr. CROWLEY. In regards to what?

Mr. KING. What is your profession in the real world?

Mr. CROWLEY. As was stated in the opening remarks of the
Chairwoman, I was elected to the State legislature at 24. I was
pretty much a year out of college when I was elected. So, therefore,
I did not have the opportunity to be engaged in a full-time way in
the private sector. Although the State legislature is a part-time po-
sition, and during that time I did own a business, a travel agency,
in Queens County.

Mr. KING. That gives you a background, and it helps me frame
this question. As I listed, one of the comments you made was one
immigrant can take a job and create perhaps as many as two or
three other jobs. Could you explain how that would happen?

Mr. CROWLEY. What I am suggesting is that if an immigrant is
producing a job and is living in a society, for instance in a neigh-
borhood like Jackson Heights, Queens, which I represent, which is
an immigrant community, those people have to eat. They have a
job, they earn an income, they provide for their family. I am talk-
ing about they go to a grocery store, they have more demand, more
supplies are needed. The people who stack those shelves, the peo-
ple who work at the counter.

Mr. KING. Their spending creates two to three jobs then?

Mr. CROWLEY. I am saying that potentially, theoretically, if you
have more people here, more services are required to sustain those
people, more jobs.

Mr. KING. I understand your answer, Mr. Crowley, and I thank
you for that, because I didn’t know the distinction was whether
they were going to hire those two or three or whether their spend-
ing was going to create two or three. It is their spending.

Mr. CROWLEY. I am talking in terms of common-sense theory.

Mr. KING. The ripple effect.

Mr. CROWLEY. If there are more people here, there are more——

Mr. KING [continuing]. I would argue that when you spend a dol-
lar, you don’t create three, but that would be just our disagree-
ment.

More important, I think the central question is there is some-
thing that doesn’t get answered here, and as the chief deputy whip
on this issue—and I congratulate you for that—the question I am
wondering if it gets asked and answered on your side of the aisle
is, is there such a thing as too much immigration, legal or illegal?

And the components of that are, can we fail to assimilate? Is
there a number so large of cheap labor that it drags our economy
down? Any of those components.

Is there any limit to what might be supported or endorsed on
your side? And if so, would you consider supporting and endorsing
an overall cap where we could say, however we rearrange each one
of the different kinds of visas we have here, in the United States
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there is going to be no more than X number for each individual
year from here on out?

Mr. CROWLEY. I appreciate the question, Mr. King, and I suppose
those same questions were asked throughout the history of our
country. They were certainly asked in the 1840’s when the Irish
were coming to this country, in the 1850’s when the Germans
came, and the Italians came later, and the Chinese. That has been
a question, I think, that has been asked often in the history of the
United States.

And my perspective is, my observation is, the moment we stop
growing as a Nation, we stop growing.

Mr. KiNG. How much is too many, though? I know the Irish are
masters at filibustering, and I am one of those guys like that, so
my apologies for that ability. But do we have an answer

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, I am not filibustering. I am answering the
question, that I think that is a question that has been continued
to be asked by many within the country that we know as the
United States today that has expanded over the past few centuries,
originally starting in the 13 colonies and moving west.

Mr. KING. As the whip, will your caucus support an overall—

Mr. CROWLEY. Sorry?

Mr. KING. As a chief deputy whip, will your caucus support an
overall cap so that we at least know how many we might be legal-
izing?

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, that is way above my pay grade right now.
But what I would suggest is that this is a fluid issue that we are
going through, and I appreciate the hearings that are being held,
that you are participating in. I do think these are the questions
that need to be asked.
hMr. KiNG. T am sorry. I am just about out of time. I appreciate
that.

I want to turn to Mr. Rohrabacher and ask him if he wants to
respond to any of those questions that I have laid out there, in the
few seconds I have left.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I think there is a distinct philosophical dif-
ference. I think the American people should pay attention to what
positions people are taking.

If they think that this massive flood of illegals into our country
or, even if you just legalize them, that it is not going to cause a
bigger flood to come in, please pay attention to who is advocating
what. I believe that is to the great detriment of our people. It is
hurting our education system. It is threatening our Social Security
system.

Our criminal courts in California are just crowded, the criminal
justice system is breaking down, and this is caused by too large a
flow of people into our country, an out-of-control flow. And it is not
in the best interest of our country, and it is not creating better jobs
or higher-paying jobs for our people. It is bringing wages down.

Mr. KING. I thank both of the honorable gentlemen and the
Chair, and I yield back.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman yields back.

The gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. Ellison, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ELLISON. Thank you, Madam Chair.
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Let me also thank the two distinguished Members for presenting
your ideas. Just a few questions that might be a little bit off the
beaten path of this conversation.

Could either of you explain what your views are in terms of how
American trade policy impacts immigration? After the passage of
NAFTA, in your view, did we see the low-cost, the cheap corn from
the United States, have an impact on Mexican farms, which then
led to immigration?

I mean, we could build a wall as high as we want to, but if a
Mexican farmer can’t make it, aren’t we driving them to the north?
Do you guys have any thoughts on that?

Mr. CROWLEY. I wasn’t here for NAFTA.

Mr. ELLISON. You can’t duck it like that. [Laughter.]

Mr. CROWLEY. I am not going to duck it. What I am going to sug-
gest, though, is I think there are a lot of contributory factors into
what drives immigrants to the United States.

You are speaking specifically about a trade agreement, which I
believe NAFTA was Canada and Mexico. The Canadians are not
coming here in droves. What you are suggesting is that the Mexi-
cans are.

What I would also suggest is that it is not just Mexicans who are
coming across that border, that there are others who are looking
for economic opportunity, that trade policy certainly can have an
impact on a country’s job market, but I also think there were other
contributory factors. It could be discrimination, it could be religious
discrimination, political issues. It could be a hurricane that wipes
the economy of Central America off the map for a couple of years
and drives people to come to the United States.

I think it is a factor. I can’t say specifically whether that par-
ticular trade agreement——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Can I answer?

Mr. ELLISON. Yes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. I was here. I voted for NAFTA.

Mr. ELLISON. Okay.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. And I voted for NAFTA because I felt it
would help the American and the Mexican economy.

And to the degree that it has helped the economy of Mexico,
there are reasons some economists believe that the economy of
Mexico would be at a lower level now if we wouldn’t have passed
NAFTA. To that degree, it helped solve some of the problem, some
of the pull, that we have here into our country, where people who
are poor in that country are coming here to better themselves.

But our own policies, what benefits we provide the people of
Mexico or any other country are just as important as the trade poli-
cies. Trade policies will determine a little bit about how prosperous
the other country is, if they have the ability to earn their own liv-
ing there. But if we actually offer all of the benefits and treasures
that belong to the American people to anyone who can come over
here, they are going to come.

Mr. ELLISON. I have heard that, and I thank you for sharing it.

It sounds to me like both you gentlemen pretty much feel like
trade is really not a factor in driving immigration. Or if it is, it is
just one among a whole bunch of other factors, and we really can’t
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say that American trade policy, particularly with Central and Latin
America, is driving it.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. To the degree that

Mr. ELLISON. Let me just tell you this. Mexico imports corn,
okay, from the United States. And, to me, the missing piece of this
conversation is this question of how some of our policies on trade
may benefit multinationals, but those same policies impact people
at the lower-income scale in both the United States and let’s say
Mexico for example, in ways that we really haven’t begun to talk
about yet.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Ellison, I wouldn’t necessarily disagree with
the point that you are making, although I think the new template
that has been created under this Democratic caucus and this
Democratic Party, in the trade agreements that will move forward,
it will be remarkably different than whatever happened in the
past.

Mr. ELLISON. I think you are right. I hope you are right about
that.

Mr. CROWLEY. And, number two, I also would suggest—and, you
know, I watch Lou Dobbs from time to time—that I do notice that
it moves from immigration to job loss, immigration to job loss, con-
necting the two somehow.

Mr. ELLISON. Right.

Mr. CROWLEY. And not to say that there may not be some impact
on both trade, on immigration, as it pertains to job loss here in the
United States, but I do think there is a concerted effort to try to
somehow mire the immigrant opportunity, blaming them for job
loss that is taking place in Ohio or in Michigan.

Mr. ELLISON. The one thing that I want to just say that I agree
with you wholeheartedly is that I definitely oppose the idea that
somehow poor people in the United States or working people in the
United States should look at immigrants as the people to blame for
their woes. I think that the problem starts at a much higher level,
and that is how we run our economy. And I think a lot of that has
to do with globalization and trade policy.

So that is just my speech.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time is expired.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Lungren, is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much.

I would be one who wants us to get an immigration bill finally
completed, but I find myself at times at odds with everybody in-
volved in this.

Mr. Crowley, I am trying to find out a little bit of a focus on
where you are coming from and some that are aligned with you are
coming from.

As the Republican floor manager for Simpson-Mazzoli in 1986, I
was convinced at that time it was the best we could do and that
we would have a barrier against the continuation of serious illegal
immigration with employer sanctions and enforcement. And it is
my observation that we didn’t enforce and we didn’t truly imple-
ment employer sanctions. And as a result, the other half of the bar-
gain, which was to legalize a large number of people rather than
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}slettling the issue, became part of the attraction for more to come
ere.

And now, instead of dealing with 4 million or 5 million illegal
aliens, we are dealing with 12 million or 14 million. Mr. Rohr-
abacher has raised it to 20 million. I don’t know by the time we
finish the debate how high the number will be, but there are a
larger number.

So I would just ask you, Mr. Crowley, is that a concern, and
should that be a concern—that is, the continuation of illegal immi-
gration into the country?

Mr. CROWLEY. What I would like to see, if I were in the driver’s
seat on this legislation, is that it needs to be done in a holistic ap-
proach. It cannot just be about addressing the issue of the 12 mil-
lion undocumented without also addressing the porous nature of
our border.

And actually I think there is a third aspect to this, and that is
helping people. It drives toward Mr. Ellison’s comments, and that
is helping people in their country of origin stay in their country of
origin.

So in response to your question, I do think it is an issue that
needs to be addressed, but it also has to be done at the same time
we have actual real enforcement.

It is getting a little far afield from what we are talking about
today, specifically, but I would envision and I hope that we have
a conference report that we all get to vote on and the President has
a chance to sign that it is one that recognizes that we need to take
care of the security of the 12-million-plus undocumented who live
here in the United States and at the same time address the secu-
rity of the boundaries of our country.

Mr. LUNGREN. Okay. Well, in attempting to do that, the Senate
bill, at least as it started on the floor, gave a January 1, 2007, date
as the eligibility for those who would then be given a legal status.
Would you agree with that date?

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, I guess you have to start somewhere.

Mr. LUNGREN. I understand that. I am asking whether you
agree.

Mr. CROWLEY. I have yet to determine whether or not that will
be the date that I will support. That is the Senate’s bill. The House
will have a bill, and we will see what the date is there, and when
we go to conference we will

Mr. LUNGREN. What would be the basis of your consideration for
that?

Mr. CROWLEY. I think at this point we should consider anyone
who is in the country at the point the bill is passed as a matter
of a practical approach to it.

Mr. LUNGREN. You realize saying that would encourage people to
come across now in hopes that a bill is going to pass.

Mr. CROWLEY. I think that people are anticipating we are going
to be passing a bill anyway. So, you know, the reality is we will
have a new class of undocumented who are living in the United
States.

Mr. LUNGREN. Then you would disagree with those who say that
if we make a legalization program available, it ought to be only for
those who have actual true roots in the community—that is, who
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have, in the balance of equities, been here long enough such that
they have put their roots down, they have connected here for a suf-
ficient period of time, that it would be difficult for them to go back.

You would reject that notion?

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Lungren, what I would suggest is that there
will be a date in place. Again, you are asking me my personal feel-
ing. There will be a date

Mr. LUNGREN. No, I understand that. I am trying to figure out
viflhat we need to do, what principles you would bring to bear on
that

Mr. CROWLEY. And I will answer the question. What will happen
is there will be a date in place, whether it is January 1, 2007, or
some other date, that will be the delineation mark as to when peo-
ple would have had to have been here, and then move forward.

I think that to suggest that we do anything other than that and
to do nothing at all would just simply not deal with the 12 million
undocumented.

Mr. LUNGREN. I am not suggesting doing nothing at all. I have
a bill that says if they have been here for 5 years or more, because
that is roots—I talked to one of our good Democratic friends and
he says he supports that January 1st date. I said, “That is not
roots.” He said, “Well, you know, at least it is beginning to have
some life there.”

Ms. LOFGREN. I think the word was “sprouts.”

Mr. LUNGREN. “Sprouts.”

I think we are all here, as far as I can tell, came from ancestors
who came from somewhere else. So I think we are all dedicated to
the sense of immigration. But there is also something we are dedi-
cated to, which is the rule of law. And in coming to a bill, we have
to somehow balance that love and dedication to an immigrant na-
tion with a sense of a country of laws.

And if we lose that, that could undermine—I mean, Father
Hesburgh said a number of years ago something which I think
would be a good guidance for us when he was the co-chair of the
commission on immigration set up by Jimmy Carter. He said, “We
have to close the back door of illegal immigration so that we can
keep the front door of legal immigration open.” And I hope we re-
member that.

Mr. CROWLEY. Well, I wouldn’t necessarily disagree with the
good father, but I would also suggest we have to do what is prac-
tical as well. And I don’t know if it is necessarily practical to go
just back 5 years. I think what we are creating is another class of
undocumented in the United States that we will have as difficult
a time dealing with as we are with the 12 million right now.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time is expired.

And I am going to thank our colleagues for taking the time out
of what we know is extremely busy days to share your testimony
and your thoughts and also your willingness to stay and be a wit-
ness and answer questions.

We are going to ask the second panel to come forward, if we may.
I would like to introduce them.

First on the panel, I am pleased to introduce Dr. Ruth Ellen
Wasem, a specialist, some might actually say the specialist, in im-
migration policy with the Congressional Research Service at the Li-
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brary of Congress. Dr. Wasem first came to Washington as a public
health service fellow with the Office of Population Affairs in the
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. For 20 years,
however, she has worked with the Congressional Research Service.
Since 2000, she has led the policy analysts, attorneys and research-
ers who work on immigration. She earned her bachelor’s degree
from Muskingum College and both her master’s and doctorate de-
grees from the University of Michigan.

I am also pleased to welcome Dr. Ronald Bird, who is the chief
economist and the director of the Office of Economic Policy and
Analysis under the Assistant Secretary for Policy at the U.S. De-
partment of Labor. Prior to his work at the Labor Department, Dr.
Bird served as Chief Economist at the Employment Policy Founda-
tion and at DynCorp’s Consulting Services Division. He has held
faculty positions at the University of Alabama, North Carolina
State University, Meredith College, and Wesleyan College. He
earned his bachelor’s degree from Huntingdon College and his
Phl.lD. in economics at the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill.

I am also pleased to introduce Michael Hoefer, the director of the
Office of Immigration Statistics, or OIS, in the Policy Directorate
at the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. Mr. Hoefer began
his work with OIS in 1982 and has led the office since 1997. He
began his career in public service with the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics and was detailed at the U.S. Commission of Immigration dur-
ing its operation. He graduated from Cornell University in 1976
with a degree in industrial and labor relations with a concentration
in statistics.

And, finally, we are pleased to welcome Charles Oppenheim to
the Subcommittee. He is chief of the Visa Control and Reporting
Division at the Department of State. Mr. Oppenheim has worked
at the State Department for nearly 30 years, beginning as a con-
sular officer in the Bureau of Consular Affairs. He is the agency’s
expert in visa database management and statistical reporting. A
native of Richmond, Virginia, Mr. Oppenheim graduated from the
University of Richmond.

Now, as you know, your full written statements will be part of
our formal record. We would ask that you summarize your testi-
mony in about 5 minutes. When the yellow light goes on, that
means you only have a minute left. When your time is up, if you
could summarize, that would be great.

This is a wonderful opportunity for us really to hear from the ex-
perts in our own Government about—no one knows better than you
do what the actual statistics are. And so, I think your answers to
our questions can be definitive, and for that we thank you, not only
for being here today but for your public service, which does count
a great deal to all of us in the Congress.

So if we can begin, Dr. Wasem?

TESTIMONY OF RUTH ELLEN WASEM, Ph.D., SPECIALIST IN
IMMIGRATION POLICY, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

Ms. WASEM. Thank you, Madam Chairman, distinguished Mem-
bers of the Committee, for the opportunity to testify this afternoon.
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I am Ruth Wasem, as you said, a specialist in immigration policy
at the Congressional Research Service.

I am going to breeze through the written testimony I have pre-
pared by highlighting just a few of the figures in that testimony.

First, let’s take a look at Figure 1, and that is on page 1 in my
written testimony. In that, you can see the trend lines in the for-
eign-born population. Now, this data is census data and population
data that is based on those censuses and statistical samples. As
you can see, we are at the highest point in our history in terms
of the sheer number of foreign-born, and in 2005 that was about
36 million.

The main component of the foreign-born that I have depicted
here are as follows: About 35 percent are estimated to have natu-
ralized. This is based on their self-report. We estimate that about
30 percent in 2005 are legal permanent residents. About 31 percent
are estimated to be unauthorized aliens, and I will talk about that
a little bit more. And, finally, about 2 percent are estimated—
again, I am saying estimated as indirect estimation techniques—to
be people who are here on legal temporary visas that allow them
to stay here long enough to establish a residence. By that I mean
investors, intra-company transfers, non-immigrants of that sort.

Let’s move on then to Figure 3, and this is on page 3 of my testi-
mony, because this is a figure that depicts that 30 percent I talked
about that were legal permanent residents. These are the annual
numbers of individuals who get LPR status, and it is a trend line
from 1900 up until 2005. And as you can see, the LPR numbers at
the beginning of this century are approximating what they were at
the beginning of the 20th century.

When we speak of LPRs, it is important to get a sense of what
the components of that population are, and that is why I would like
you to take a quick look at Figure 6, and that is on page 6 in my
written testimony. This is the 2005 class of admission. And you can
see quite obviously here that the largest single group of people who
come into the country are family-based immigrants, 57.8 percent in
that particular fiscal year. A distant second are the 22 percent who
come in as employment-based.

I am going to focus even more on those two classes in the next
figures that I am going to highlight, and these are Figures 7 and
8 from the testimony. These show trend lines over the last decade
in family-based admissions and employment-based.

In Figure 7, which are the family-based, you will see that the
ones that are part of the preference category, which I have labeled
as first, second, and third, and that is really the brothers and sis-
ters of U.S. citizens, the adult children of U.S. citizens, and the im-
mediate family of legal permanent residents, those individuals
have come in at about the same rate over the last decade, but they
are numerically limited.

The category where we have seen the substantial growth are the
immediate relatives, and that is the one category in the immigra-
tion act which is unlimited.

When we look at the employment-based trends, which I have in
Figure 8—and I have only done the top three preference categories
because the other numbers are too small to discern in a figure such
as this—you can see that we have growth over the entire decade
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in all the categories, but the main area of growth is in what we
would call the third preference category. Those are the profes-
sionals, the skilled and the unskilled workers.

Now let’s turn to what I promised I would speak to, and that is
figure 13, which is on page 15 in my report. And I am skipping way
ahead to talk a little bit about the component of unauthorized mi-
gration.

Because of the previous discussion, I will point out there is a va-
riety of different demographers whose estimates I have in this
chart. However, the thing they have in common is they are all
working with the same basic data source, which is the Current
Population Survey, and they are all using a similar methodology,
a residual methodology. That way, I wanted something so we really
could look at trends over time.

As you can see, much like the other graphs I have shown you,
the trend line is upward. In 2005, we had estimates ranging from
10.5 million to 11.1 million. The number that is thrown around
today, of course, is 12 million.

Let me briefly say what those components are. In terms of what
I talk about as the unauthorized population, this is who I am pre-
cisely referring to. I am referring to people who entered this coun-
try without inspection, I am referring to people who entered this
country with a fraudulent document, and the people who came here
with a legitimate visa but overstayed the terms of that visa.

Finally, I am going to just do a quick snapshot of something that
we often neglect to talk about when we talk about immigrant ad-
missions, and that is the grounds for inadmissibility.

And on page 20 of my written testimony I present Figure 16.
This time I am moving to State Department data. Before I have
done census data, I used DHS administrative data. Now this is
what the consular officers use. These are the number of immi-
grants in 2005 and non-immigrants that were denied a visa on the
grounds for inadmissibility set in the immigration act.

And you can see from this chart, trying to have an employment-
based visa without a proper work authorization was the principle
grounds. Public charge and having been removed in the past was
the second and third most often grounds.

I will conclude my remarks, and I look forward to your questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Wasem follows:]
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CRS-1
Introduction

Chairwoman Lofgren and Members of the committee, I am Ruth Wasem, a Specialist in
Immigration Policy in the Congressional Research Service. Thank you for inviting me here this
afternoon to discuss "Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics" as part of your series of
hearings on comprehensive immigration reform.

This testimony opens with trends on foreign-born residents of the United States based upon
estimates drawn from U.S. Bureau of the Census data. It then focuses on two of the major
components of immigration — family-sponsored and employment-based legal permanent residents
(LPRs) — their admission trends over time, and current wait times for visas. These sections draw on
administrative data from the Department of Homeland Security's (DHS) Office of Immigration
Statistics and the Department of State's Bureau of Consular Affairs. The testimony also presents
estimates of the number of aliens who are residing without authorization, calculated from U.S.
census data using indirect estimation techniques. The presentation closes with snapshots of
immigration enforcement data from DHS.

Foreign Born Residents of the United States

The number of foreign-born people residing in the United States is at the highest level in our
history and has reached a proportion of the U.S. population (12.4%) not seen since the early 20™
century. As Figure 1 illustrates, . . .
an estimated 36 million foreign- Figure 1. Foreign-Born Residents of the United States, 1870-
born people resided in the United 2005
States in 2005 according to the Miions of People
U.S. Bureau of Cen_su_s' and the
Bureau of Labor Statistics' March
Current Population Survey (CPS).
Please note that the decade
intervals depicted in Figure 1 are
equally spaced between 1870 and
2000, but not in 2005.

Percent of Population
n

The CPS is one of the most
comprehensive sources of
demographic data on the foreign
born." Because the CPS is a
sample of the U.S. population, the

1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2005

results lt ylelds are estimates that Source: CRS presentation of data from The Foreign-Born Population: 1994, by K. A.
. . Hansen & A. Bachu, U.S. Burcau of Census (1995); The Population of the United
rely on careful calibrations of States, by Donald 1. Bogue (1985); and the March Supplement of the CPS.

population weights.?> The annual
March Supplement of the CPS gathers additional data about income, education, household
characteristics, and geographic mobility. Additionally, while the data distinguish between the

""The U.S. Census Bureau's American Community Survey is emerging as an alternative data source, but does
not offer the historical data on which to estimate trends over time that the CPS offers.

2 The CPS began collecting immigration data on the foreign born in 1994, and the first years were plagued
by problems of weighting, particularly with the Asian population in the sample, and by over-reporting of
naturalization by the foreign born. Most of these problems appear to have been resolved by 1996.
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foreign born who have naturalized and those who have not, they do not distinguish between types
of noncitizens (e.g., permanent, temporary, illegal).

In addition to those foreign nationals who permanently reside legally in the United States,
millions each year come temporarily on nonimmigrant visas, and some of these nonimmigrants (e.g.,
foreign students and intra-company business transfers) may reside legally in the United States for
a number of years. It is also estimated that each year hundreds of thousands of foreign nationals
overstay their nonimmigrant visas.?

Of the foreign-born  Figure 2. Estimated Immigration Status of Foreign-Born
residents in the United States,  Residents, 2005
approximately one-third are
naturalized citizens, one-third
are legal permanent residents,
and one-third are unauthorized
(illegal) residents and legal
temporary residents.* Figure
2 depicts the latest estimates
(2005) of the immigration LPRs
status of foreign-born 32.7%
residents calculated from the
CPS by demographer Jeffrey
Passel of the Pew Hispanic
Center. Passel has noted an / “Unauthorized
. . Temporary 30.7%
increased proportion of 20%
foreign-born residents 36 million in 2005
reporting that they have Source: CRS presentation of data from Pew Hispanic Research Center, Growing Share of
become naturalized citizens Immigrants Choosing Naturalization, by Jefferey Passel (2007),
over the past decade.®

Naturalized
34.7%

Legal Immigration Trends, 1900-2005

Immigration was at its highest levels at the beginning of the 20" century. It dropped as a result
of the numerical limits and national origins quotas imposed by the Immigration Acts in 1921 and
1924, and fell further during the Great Depression and World War II. The annual number of LPRs
admitted or adjusted in the United States rose gradually after World War II, as Figure 3 illustrates.
The Immigration Amendments of 1965 replaced the national origins quota system with per-country
ceilings, and the statutory provisions regulating permanent immigration to the United States were
last revised significantly by the Immigration Act of 1990.°

3 See CRS Report RS22446, Nonimmigrant Overstays: Brief Synthesis of the Issue, by Ruth Ellen Wasem.

* CRS Report R1L33874, Unauthorized Aliens Residing in the United States: Estimates Since 1986, by Ruth
Ellen Wasem.

* Pew Hispanic Center, Growing Share of Immigrants Choosing Naturalization, by Jeffrey Passel, Mar. 2007.

¢ Congress has significantly amended the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) numerous times since 1952.
Other major laws amending the INA are the Refugee Act of 1980, the Immigration Reform and Control Act
(continued...)
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Figure 3. Annual LPR Admissions and Status Adjustments, 1900-2005
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Source: Statistical Yearbook of Immigration, U.S. Department of Homeland Security,
Office of Immigration Statistics, multiple fiscal years. Aliens legalizing through the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 are depicted by year of arrival.

The annual number of LPRs admitted or adjusted in the United States rose gradually after
World War 11, as Figure 3 illustrates. However, the annual admissions have not reached the peaks
of the early 20™ century. The DHS Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) data present those
admitted as LPRs or those adjusting to LPR status. The growth in immigration after 1980 is partly
attributable to the total number of admissions under the basic system, consisting of immigrants
entering through a preference system as well as immediate relatives of U.S. citizens, that was
augmented considerably by legalized aliens.” The Immigration Act of 1990 increased the ceiling
on employment-based preference immigration, with the provision that unused employment visas
would be made available the following year for family preference immigration. In addition, the
number of refugees admitted increased from 718,000 in the period 1966-1980 to 1.6 million during
the period 1981-1995, after the enactment of the Refugee Act of 1980.

6 (...continued)
of 1986, and Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996. 8 U.S.C. §1101 et seq.

7 The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 legalized several million aliens residing in the United
States without authorization.
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Many LPRs are adjusting status from within the United States rather than receiving visasissued
abroad by Consular Affairs before they arrive in the United States. In the past decade, the number
of LPRs arriving from abroad has remained somewhat steady, hovering between a high of 421,405
in FY1996 and a low of 358,411 in FY2003. Adjustments to LPR status in the United States has
fluctuated over the same period, from a low of 244,793 in FY 1999 to a high of 738,302 in FY2005.

In FY2005, 65.8% of all LPRs were adjusting status within the United States. Most (89%) of
the employment-based immigrants adjusted to LPR status within the United States. Many (61%)
of the immediate relatives of U.S. citizens also did so. Only 33% of the other family-preference
immigrants adjusted to LPR status within the United States.

In any given period of United States history, a handful of countries have dominated the flow
of immigrants, but the dominant countries have varied over time. Figure 4 presents trends in the
top immigrant-sending countries (together comprising at least 50% of the immigrants admitted) for
selected decades and illustrates that immigration at the close of the 20" century is not as dominated
by a few countries as it was earlier in the century. These data suggest that the per-country ceilings
established in 1965 had some effect. As Figure 4 illustrates, immigrants from only three or four
countries made up more then half of all LPRs prior to 1960. By the last two decades of the 20™
century, immigrants from seven to eight countries comprised about half of all LPRs and this pattern
has continued into the 21* century.

Figure 4. Top Sending Countries
(Comprising More Than Half of All LPRs): Selected Periods

Percent of All Immigrants

100

—M
Metico

Mezico Mezico

1901-1910  1921-1930 1951-1960 1981-1990 1991-2000 2001-2005

Source: CRS analysis of Table 2, Statistical Yearbook of Immigration, U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Office
of Immigration Statistics, FY2004 (June 2005).

Although Europe was home to the countries sending the most immigrants during the early 20™
century, Mexico has been a top sending country for most of the 20" century. Other top sending
countries from the Western Hemisphere are the Dominican Republic and most recently — El
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Salvador and Cuba. In addition, Asian countries— notably the Philippines, India, China, Korea, and
Vietnam — have emerged as top sending countries today.

Current Law

Worldwide Levels

The Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) establishes a statutory worldwide level of 675,000
annually for legal permanent residents (LPRs), but this level is flexible and certain categories of
LPRs are excluded from, or permitted to exceed, the limits. Figure 5 offers the main components
of this worldwide level of admissions. The permanent worldwide immigrant level consists of the
following components:

480,000 family-sponsored immigrants;
e 140,000 employment-based preference immigrants; and
¢ 55,000 diversity immigrants.

For a breakdown and definitions of the family-sponsored and employment-based preference
categories, see Appendix A, Legal Immigration Preference System.

Immediaterelatives of U.S. citizens
(currently defined as the spouses and
unmarried minor children of U.S.

Figure 5. Calculating the Annual Level of Permane:
Immigration

citizens and the parents of adult U.S Family-sponsored immigrants 480,000
citizens) are not numerically limited, but citizens' immediate relatives o
their admission numbers are subtracted ™™ W 0 254,000 (i.e., 480,000 minus 226,000) unlimited
L. . certain parolees

from the 480,000 ceiling for family- P B
sponsored immi grants to determine the eguats family preference immigrants (::3;:“2‘0‘3)
ceiling for family-sponsored preference
immigrants. The INA also provides a bBmployment-based immigrants 140,000
floor of 226,000 visas for Diversiy 55,000
family-sponsored preferences. Unused .

y-sp p ! Worldwide level 675,000
LPR visas through the family-sponsored
and employment-based preference citizens' immediate relatives )
system roll down the preference sl | above254000 unlimiled
categories in a given year and, if any refugees, asylees & ofhers Total Annual
remain unused, roll over to the other set  equals Immigration

of preference categories the next year.®

Country Limits

Source: C1S synthesis of mmigration and Nationality Act §201

Of the total number of LPR visas available worldwide in any fiscal year for family-sponsored
preference immigrants and employment-based preference immigrants, not more than 7% can be
allocated to a single foreign state and not more than 2% can be allocated to a dependent foreign

state.”

5 INA §201.
* INAG 202(2)(2).
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Two important exceptions to the per-country ceilings have been enacted in the past decade.
Foremostis an exception for certain family-sponsored immigrants. More specifically, the INA states
that 75% of the visas allocated to spouses and children of LPRs (2"A family preference) are not
subject to the per-country ceiling.'® Prior to FY2001, employment-based preference immigrants
were also held to per-country ceilings. The “ American Competitiveness in the Twenty-First Century
Act 0of 2000” (P.L. 106-313) enabled the per-country ceilings for employment-based immigrants to
be surpassed for individual countries that are oversubscribed so long as visas are available within
the worldwide limit for employment-based preferences.

Allocation of Immigrant Visas

During FY2005, a total of 1,122,373 aliens became LPRs in the United States. The largest
number of immigrants are admitted because of a family relationship with a U.S. citizen or resident
immigrant, as Figure 6 illustrates. Of the total LPRs in FY2005, 57.8% entered on the basis of
family ties. Immediate relatives of U.S. citizens made up the single largest group of immigrants,

Figure 6. LPRs in ZQOS by Class of Admission 2r51t eﬂlrlggll :}? r 01 glllntdhlga;;iily-l]; ;lzs

lga;n;)l/y preference system — the spouses

and children of immigrants, the
adult children of U.S. citizens, and
the siblings of adult U.S. citizens
— were the second largest group.
Additional majorimmigrant groups
in FY2005 were employment-
based preference immigrants
(including spouses and children) at
22.0%, and refugees and asylees
adjusting to immigrant status at

Refugees & Asylees 12.7%. u
12.7%

Employment
22.0%

1.12 million Family-Based. As
previously stated, immediate
relatives of U.S. citizens are not
numerically limited, but their admission numbers are subtracted from the 480,000 ceiling for family-
based preference system to determine the ceiling for family-sponsored preference immigrants (i.e.,
those LPRs entering through one of the numerically-limited family categories).'”” The family
preference categories are summarized as follows."

Source: CRS presentation of FY2005 data from the DHS Office of Immigration Statistics.

o The first preference category is unmarried sons and daughters of citizens, which is
limited to 23,400 plus visas rolling over from fourth preference.

10§ 202(a)(4) of the INA; 8 U.S.C. § 1151.

" The largest group in the “other category” are aliens who adjusted to LPR status through cancellation of
removal and through §202 and §203 of the Nicaraguan and Central American Relief Act of 1997.

12 INA §201(b), (c).

13 For a breakdown and definitions of the family-sponsored preference categories, see Appendix A, Legal
Immigration Preference System.
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e The spouses and minor children of LPRs are admitted under the second family-
sponsored preference category (subcategory A) and the unmarried adult children of
LPRs are admitted under the second family-sponsored preference category
(subcategory B). There is an annual limit on the second preference category of
114,200.

e The third preference category of the family-sponsored system is married sons and
daughters of citizens, which is limited to 23,400 plus visas rolling over from first
or second preferences.

o The fourth family-sponsored preference category is the siblings of citizens age 21
and over, which is limited to 65,000 plus visas rolling over from the other family-
sponsored preference categories.™*

As evident in Figure 7, increases in the number of immediate relatives have driven the overall
growth in family-based immigration. FY2003 appears to be an aberrant year for LPR data, largely
because of significant petition processing delays as the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
(USCIS) in the Department of Homeland Security was being established.

Figure 7. Trends in Family-Based Admissions, FY1994-FY2005

Thousands FY2005
700 Subtotals
OlImmediate BE@First Bl Second
. 65,149
600 B Third OFourth
22,953
500 100,139
24,729
400 436,231
300
200
100
0

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Source: CRS analysis of data from the DHS Office of Immigration Statistics and the former INS.

Employment-based. Annual admissions of employment-based preference immigrants
currently are limited to 140,000 plus certain unused family-based preference numbers from the prior

14 INA §203(a).
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year. Visas for employment-based immigrants are allocated according to the following statutory
criteria.

e Up to 28.6% to “priority workers” (persons of extraordinary ability in the arts,
science, education, business, or athletics; outstanding professors and researchers;
and certain multi-national executives and managers) is first preference.

e Up to 28.6% to professionals holding advanced degrees or certain persons of
exceptional ability in the sciences, arts, or business is second preference.

e Up to 28.6% to skilled shortage workers with two years training or experience,
certain professionals, and unskilled shortage workers (limited to 10,000) is third
preference.

e Upto 7.1% to certain special immigrants (including religious ministers and certain
overseas U.S. government employees) is fourth preference.

e Up to 7.1% to employment creation investors is fifth preference.

Figure 8. Trends in Employment-Based Admissions, FY1994-FY2005

Thousands FY2005
0 . Subtotals
B Extraordinary
[CISkilled and Unskilled
200 |- mmAdvanced degrees Ty 64,731

150
129,070
100
50
42,597

0
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Source: CRS analysis of data from the DHS Office of Immigration Statistics and the former INS.

Note: The 25,911 Chinese who adjusted under the Chinese Student Protection Act from 1994 to 1996 are not depictec
even though they were counted under the "Skilled and Unskilled" category. In Y2005, there were 10,134 fourth pref
and 346 fiftth preference employment-based LPRs.
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All categories include derivative immediate relatives of the qualifying LPRs, who are counted
against the numerical limit on that category.'> Employment-based immigrants applying through the
second and third preferences must obtain labor certification.'®

Over the past ten years, the numbers of aliens entering as shortage (skilled and unskilled)
workers as well as workers with advanced degrees, have increased. As with the family-based LPRs,
however, employment-based LPRs fell sharply in FY2003 as petitioners encountered significant
processing delays. The number of fourth and fifth preference employment-based LPRs (10,134 and
346 respectively in FY2005) are too small to depict in Figure 8.

Visa Processing Dates

According to the INA, family-sponsored and employment-based preference visas are issued
toeligible immigrants in the order in which a petition has been filed, often known as the visa priority
date. Spouses and children of prospective LPRs are entitled to the same status, and the same order
of consideration as the person qualifying as principal LPR, if accompanying or following to join
(referred to as derivative status). When visa demand exceeds the per-country limit, visas are
prorated according to the preference system allocations (detailed in Appendix A) for the
oversubscribed foreign state or dependent area. These provisions apply at present to the following
countries oversubscribed in the family-sponsored categories: China, Mexico, the Philippines, and
India. When the demand worldwide exceeds the total annual allocations, worldwide priority dates
are also implemented.

Table 1. Priority Dates for Family Preference Visas

Category Worldwide China India Mexico Philippines
Unmarried sonsand |5, 4 2001 | jun 1, 2001 | Jun.1,2001 | Jan 1,191 | Apr.22, 1992
daughters of citizens
Spouses and children
of LPRs Apr. 22,2002 | Apr. 22,2002 | Apr. 22,2002 May 1, 2000 Apr. . 22,2002

Unmarried sons and
daughters of LPRs

Married sons and
daughters of citizens

Dec. 1, 1997 Dec. 1, 1997 Dec. 1, 1997 Mar. 8, 1992 Oct. 1, 1996

May 5, 1999 May 5,1999 | May 5,1999 | Feb.8, 1988 Jan. 1, 1985

Siblings of citizens

Jun. 8, 1996 Jan. 8, 1996 Jan. 8, 1996 Jul. 15, 1994 Mar. 1, 1985
age 21 and over

Source: U.S. Department of State, Burcau of Consular Affairs, Visa Bulletin for June 2007.

Family Preferences. As Table 1 evidences, relatives of U.S. citizens and LPRs are waiting
in backlogs for a visa to become available, with the brothers and sisters of U.S. citizens now waiting
about 11 years. “Priority date” means that unmarried adult sons and daughters of U.S. citizens who
filed petitions on December 1, 1997 are now being processed for visas. Married adult sons and
daughters of U.S. citizens who filed petitions eight years ago (May 5, 1999) are now being processed
for visas. Prospective family-sponsored immigrants from the Philippines have the most substantial

15 INA §203(b).

16 Certain second preference immigrants who are deemed to be "in the national interest” are exempt from
labor certification.
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Figure 9. Visa Backlogs by Family-Based Categories, FY1988-FY2006
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Source: unpublished data from U.S. Department of State Bureau of Consular Affairs.

waiting times before a visa is scheduled to become available to them; consular officers are now
considering the petitions of the brothers and sisters of U.S. citizens from the Philippines who filed
more than 22 years ago.

Figure 9 offers another perspective on the waiting times for visa availability, illustrating that
the backlogs appear to have diminished in recent years. Indeed, the Department of State (DOS) visa
data suggest that family preference backlogs are at the lowest point since the passage of the
Immigration Act of 1990. Ttis not clear whether USCIS has statistics on pending petitions stateside
that are not included in the DOS visa data, which is an important caveat. Given that over 60% of
LPR petitions are adjusted within the United States, any incompleteness of the data may affect
Figure 9 and interpretations potentially drawn.

Employment Preferences. Because of P.L. 106-313’s easing of the employment-based per-
country limits, few countries and categories are currently oversubscribed in the employment-based
preferences. As Table 2 presents, however, some employment-based visa categories are once again
unavailable. The Visa Bulletin for September 2005 offered this explanation: “The backlog reduction
efforts of both Citizenship and Immigration Services, and the Department of Labor continue to result
in very heavy demand for Employment-based numbers. It is anticipated that the amount of such
cases will be sufficient to use all available numbers in many categories ... demand in the
Employment categories is expected to be far in excess of the annual limits, and once established,
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cut-off date movements are likely to be slow.”"” The visa waiting times eased somewhat over the
summer of 2006. “Visa retrogression” (a phrased used to described when visa processing dates
move backward rather than go forward) has occurred several times for third preference visas
(professional, skilled, and unskilled). Prospective immigrants from China, India, Mexico, and the
Philippines are particularly affected. The June 2007 priority dates are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Priority Dates for Employment Preference Visas

Category Worldwide China India Mexico Philippines
Priority workers current current current current current
Advanced degrees/
exceptional ability current Jan. 1, 2006 Apr. 1, 2004 current current
Skilled and
professional Jun. 1, 2005 Jun. 1, 2003 Jun. 1, 2003 Jun. 1, 2003 Jun. 1, 2005
Unskilled Oct. 1, 2001 Oct. 1, 2001 Oct. 1, 2001 Oct. 1, 2001 Oct. 1, 2001
Special immigrants current current current current current
Investors current current current current current

Source: U.S. Department of State, Bureau of Consular Affairs, Visa Bulletin for June 2007.

In contrast to the family-based preferences, the pending petitions for employment-based visas

Figure 10. Visa Backlogs for Employment-Based Categories, FY1988-FY2006
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Source: unpublished data from U.S. Department of State Bureau of Consular Affairs.

7 The U.S. Department of State, Burcau of Consular Affairs, Visa Bulletin, is available at
[http://travel.state.gov/visa/frvi/bulletin/bulletin_1360.html].
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appear to be growing. While this trend is especially observable for third preference unskilled,
skilled and professional workers, it is also apparent that demand is increasing for persons of
extraordinary ability in the arts, science, education, business, or athletics; outstanding professors and
researchers; and certain multi-national executives and managers (all first preference), and
professionals holding advanced degrees or certain persons of exceptional ability in the sciences, arts,
or business (second preference). As with family-based petitions, it is not clear whether USCIS has
statistics on pending petitions stateside that are not included in the DOS visa data. As previously
noted, over 60% of LPR petitions are adjusted within the United States, and as a result,
incompleteness of the data may affect Figure 10 and any interpretations potentially drawn,

Simple Models of Legal Permanent Immigration

Twentieth Century

As mentioned earlier, immigration laws in the 1920s established numerical limits, preference
categories, and quotas based upon national origin. In 1952, Congress consolidated the statutory
authority forimmigration and citizenship in the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA). The growth
in legal immigration after the 1965 amendments to the INA is partly attributable to the total number
of admissions under the basic system, consisting of immigrants entering through a preference system
as well as immediate relatives of U.S. citizens. The admissions in the 1990s were augmented
considerably by aliens legalized through the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986."* The
Immigration Act of 1990 increased the ceiling on employment-based preference immigration, with
the provision that unused employment visas would be made available the following year for family
preference immigration. In addition, the number of refugees admitted increased from 718,000 in
the 1966-1980 period to 1.6 million during the 1981-1995 period, after the enactment of the Refugee
Act of 1980.

Immigration to the United States, nonetheless, is not totally determined by shifts in flow that
occur as aresult of lawmakers revising the allocations. Immigration to the United States plummeted
in the middle of the 20" Century largely as a result of factors brought on by the Great Depression
and World War Il. There are a variety of “push-pull” factors that drive immigration. Push factors
from the immigrant-sending countries include such circumstances as civil wars and political unrest,
economic deprivation and limited job opportunities, and catastrophic natural disasters. Pull factors
in the United States include such features as strong employment conditions, reunion with family,
and quality of life considerations. A corollary factor is the extent that aliens may be able to migrate
to other “desirable” countries that offer circumstances and opportunities comparable to the United
States.

1¥ The Immigration Reform and Control Act IRCA) of 1986 legalized several million aliens residing in the
United States without authorization. TRCA’s major legalization program provided legal status for otherwise
eligible aliens who had resided continuously in the United States in an unlawful status since before January
1, 1982, They were required to apply during a 12-month period beginning May 3, 1987. TRCA also provided
Iegal status for otherwisc cligible alicns who had worked at lcast 90 days in scasonal agriculture in the United
States during the year ending May 1. 1986. They were required to apply during an 18-month period
beginning Junc 1, 1987 and cnding November 30, 1988,
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Figure 11. Immigration Trends over the Twentieth Century
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Source : Statistical Yearbook of Immigration, ~ U.S. Department of Homeland Security,

Office of Immigration Statistics, multiple fiscal years. Aliens legalizing through the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 are depicted by year of arrival.

The simplest method of modeling legal immigration trends is a linear model based upon actual
LPR admissions.”” The trend line in Figure 11 represents the "best fit" over the century. It
illustrates a very gradual growth in legal permanent immigration to the United States.?’

Post-1952 Models Based on Three Scenarios

Figure 12 presents three scenarios that model immigration levels over periods anchored by
major legislative revisions to immigration law The first scenario models the period from passage
of the Immigration and Naturalization Act of 1952 through the enactment of the Immigration
Amendments of 1965. Itis represented by the "Pre-1966" trend line and estimates legal immigration
according to actual admissions from 1953 through 1965. The second scenario estimates legal
immigration according to actual admissions from 1966 through 1990, when Congress enacted the
Immigration Act of 1990. The third scenario, represented by the "Post-1990" trend line, estimates
legal immigration according to actual admissions from 1991 through 2004.

19 The DHS Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) data comprise those admitted as LPRs or those adjusting
to LPR status.

% The trend line models at start point of approximately 400,000 in 1900 and an end point of approximately
500,000 in 2000.
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Figure 12. Three Scenarios of Legal Permanent Immigration, 1953-2004
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Source : Statistical Yearbook of Immigration, ~ U.S. Department of Homeland Security,
Office of Immigration Statistics, multiple fiscal years. Aliens legalizing through the
Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 are not depicted.

As Figure 12 illustrates, three different trends result from the three scenarios.

e "Pre-1966" trend line projects a substantially lower rate of growth and lower levels
of immigration than what actually occurred from 1953 to 2004.

e "1966-1990" trend line most closely approximates the actual admissions over the
entire 1950-2004 period.

e "Post-1990" trend line yields the highest level of immigration, though not the
highest rate of growth.

Perhaps most interesting is that the "1966-1990" trend line is the steepest of the 3 scenarios. The
acceleration of this trend line may be due in part to the large numbers of refugees and other
humanitarian entrants that arrived and became LPRs during this period. It also incorporates the
largest span of years (24 years).

Unauthorized Migration

The three main components of the unauthorized resident alien population are (1) aliens who
overstay their nonimmigrant visas, (2) aliens who enter the country surreptitiously without
inspection, and (3) aliens who are admitted on the basis of fraudulent documents. In all three
instances, the aliens are in violation of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) and subject to
removal.
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This CRS testimony presents data estimating the number of unauthorized aliens who have been
living in the United States since 1986. There have been a variety of estimates of the unauthorized
resident alien population over this period, sometimes with substantially different results. This report
is limited to data analyses of the Current Population Survey (CPS) conducted by the U.S. Census
Bureau and the Bureau of Labor Statistics so that there is a basic standard of comparison over time '

Figure 13. Estimated Number of Unauthorized Resident Aliens, 1986-2005
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Source: CRS presentation of analysis of Current Population Survey data conducted by Karen Woodrow and Jeffrey
Passel (1986 and 1990), Robert Warren ( 1996, 2000, and 2003), Jeffrey Passel, Randy Capps and Michael Fix (2002),
Passel (2000, 2005 and 2006), and Micheal Hoefer, Nancy Rytina and Christopher Campbell (2006).

Estimates Since 1986

For abasis of comparison, Figure 13 presents the estimate of 3.2 million unauthorized resident
aliens in 1986 calculated by demographers Karen Woodrow and Jeffrey Passel, who worked for the

2! In addition to using the CPS data, the demographers who conducted these analyses all used some variant
of a residual methodology to estimate the population (i.e., the estimated population remaining after citizens
and authorized aliens are accounted for). Demographers at the U.S. Census Bureau also have used a similar
methodology to estimate the residual foreign born population in the 2000 decennial census, and they reported
the following. “According to our calculations, the estimated residual foreign-born population counted in the
2000 census was 8,705,419. Assuming a 15-percent undercount rate yields a population of 10,241,669 in
2000.” They point out that the category of residual foreign bom includes “quasi legal aliens” (i.¢., aliens
without legal status who have petitions pending or court cases underway that potentially would give them
LPR status) as well as unauthorized aliens and thus should not be considered an official estimate of
unauthorized resident aliens. U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division Working Paper 61, Evaluating
Components of International Migration: The Residual Foreign Born, by Joseph M. Costanzo, Cynthia Davis,
Caribert Irazi, Daniel Goodkind, and Roberto Ramirez. June 2002.
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U.S. Census Bureau at that time. As expected after the passage of IRCA, the estimate for 1988
dropped to 1.9 million.?* According to demographer Robert Warren of the former Immigration and
Naturalization Service (INS), the estimated unauthorized resident alien population grew to 3.4
million in 1992 and to 5.0 million in 1996.% By the close of the decade, the estimated number of
unauthorized alien residents had more than doubled. Passel, now at the Pew Hispanic Center,
estimated the unauthorized population in 2000 at 8.5 million, but this latter estimate included aliens
who had petitions pending or relief from deportation* Please note that the intervals depicted in
Figure 13 are not equally spaced according to years.

Figure 14. Unauthorized Resident Alien Population by Place of Origin, 1986 and 2005
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Source: CRS presentation of analysis of Current Population Survey data conducted by Karen Woodrow and
Jeffrey Passel (1990), and Jeffrey Passel (2006).

22 Karen Woodrow and Jeffrey Passel, “Post-IRCA Undocumented Immigration to the United States: An
Analysis Based on the June 1988 CPS,” in Undocumented Migration to the United States, by Frank D. Bean,
Barry Edmonston and Jeffrey Passel (RAND Corporation, 1990).

3 Annual Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States and Components
of Change: 1987 to 1997, by Robert Warren, Office of Policy and Planning, U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service, Sept. 2000.

24 U.S. Congress, House Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee on Immigration and Claims, Hearing
on the U.S. Population and Immigration, Aug. 2, 2001.
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Subsequently, Warren estimated that there were 7.0 million unauthorized aliens residing in the
United States in 2000. As depicted in Figure 13, he also revised his earlier analyses using the latest
CPS and estimated that there were 3.5 million unauthorized aliens living in the United Statesin 1990
and 5.8 millionin 1996. Warren excluded “quasi-legal” aliens (e.g., those who had petitions pending
or relief from deportation) from his estimates.”> By 2002, the estimated number of unauthorized
resident aliens had risen to 9.3 million.” During the first decade after IRCA, researchers projected
that the net growth in unauthorized aliens had averaged about 500,000 annually; more recent
analyses estimated the average growth at 700,000 to 800,000 annually. Ifthe later trend held, about
12 million unauthorized aliens may have been residing in the United States by the close of 2006.7

Unauthorized Alien Residents in 2005

The most commonly-cited published estimate based upon the March 2006 CPS is that 11.1
million unauthorized aliens were residing in the United States. According to this analysis by Passel,
Mexicans made up over half of undocumented immigrants — 56% of'the total, or about 6.2 million.
He estimated that 2.5 million (22%) were from other Latin American countries. About 13% were
from Asia, 6% from Europe and Canada, and 3% from the rest of the world.®

As Figure 14 illustrates, the 2005 distribution by region of origin was similar to Woodrow and
Passel’s analysis of the 1986 data, despite the growth in overall numbers from 3.2 million in 1986
to 11.1 million in 2005. In 1986, 69% of the unauthorized aliens residing in the United States were
estimated to be from Mexico compared to 56% in 2005. Asia’s share of the unauthorized alien
residents appeared to have grown over this period (from 6% to 13%), as has the portion from the
“other” parts of the world. Note that Canada is grouped with North and South America (excluding
Mexico) in 1986 and with Europe in 2005.*

% U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population
Residing in the United States, 1990 ro 2000, Jan. 31, 2003,

% The Urban Tnstitute, Undocumented Immigrants: Facts and Figures, by Jeffrey Passel, Randy Capps, and
Michael Fix, Jan. 12, 2004,

7 Pew Hispanic Center, fistimates of the Size and Characteristics of the Undocumented Population, by
Jeffrey Passcl, March 21, 2005,

# Pew Hispanic Center. Size and Characteristics of the Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S.:
Estimates Based on the March 2005 Current Population Survey, by Jeffrey Passel, March 7, 2006.

> Ihid.
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Passel estimated the number of persons living in families in which the head of the household
or the spouse is an unauthorized alien was 14.6 million as of March 2005. Passel also reported that
there were in 2005 an
estimated 1.8 million Figure 15. Unauthorized Aliens by Estimated Period of
children who were Arrival
unauthorized and an
estimated 3.1 million
children who were U.S.
citizens by birth living in
families in which the head
of the family or a spouse
was unauthorized. He
projected that unauthorized 19951999 XA
aliens accounted for about 26.1% 1.8 million
4.9% of the civilian labor
force in March 2005, or
about 7.2 million workers
out of a labor force of 148

2000-2005
39.6%
___/

~
pre-1990
16.2%

ne 1990-1994
million.* 18.0%

Source: CRS presentation of analysis of Current Population Survey data conducted by
. Jeffrey Passel (2006).
According to Passel,

the largest share of the unauthorized population — 4.4 million aliens — had been in the country five
years or less. As Figure 15 depicts, about two-thirds of the unauthorized were estimated to have
entered the United States during the decade 1995-2005 3!

Office of Immigration Statistics

The Department of Homeland Security's Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) recently
published their estimates of the unauthorized resident alien population and yielded results consistent
with Passel's discussed above. OIS reported an estimated 10.5 million unauthorized alien residents
as of January 2005, up from 8.5 million in January 2000. DHS estimated that the unauthorized
immigrant population in the United States increased by 24%, with an annual average increase of
408,000 unauthorized aliens over the past five years.*

According to OIS, California had more unauthorized residents than any other state — an
estimated 2.8 million unauthorized aliens in 2005. Texas followed with nearly 1.4 million, and
Florida had 850,000. Among the 10 leading states of residence of the unauthorized population in
2005, OIS reported that those with the largest average annual increases since 2000 were Texas
(54,000), California (52,000), and Georgia (50,000). The states with the greatest percentage

% For a discussion of how many unauthorized aliens are currently in the U.S. workforce, sece CRS Report
RL32044, Immigration: Policy Considerations Related to Guest Worker Programs, by Andorra Bruno, pp.
7-8.

*! Pew Hispanic Center, Size and Characteristics of the Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S.:
Estimates Based on the March 2005 Current Population Survey, by Jeffrey Passel, March 7, 2006.

3 Department of Homeland Security, Office of Immigration Statistics, Estimates of the Unauthorized
Immigrant Population Residing in the United States: January 2005, by Michael Hoefer, Nancy Rytina, and
Christopher Campbell, 2006.
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increases in unauthorized immigrants from 2000 to 2005 were Georgia (114%), Arizona (45%),
Nevada (41%), and North Carolina (38%).*

Immigration Enforcement Statistics

While the focus of this testimony is on immigration to the United States and resulting foreign-
born residents of the United States, the preceding discussion of unauthorized migration raises the
integral topic of immigration enforcement. The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act (IIRIRA) of 1996 (P L. 104-208) is the law that continues to shape much of the
current immigration enforcement activities. CRS Report RL33351, Immigration Iinforcement Within
the United States, provides in-depth analysis of the enforcement polices and trends in immigration
enforcement activities. The testimony closes with statistics on three key components of immigration
enforcement: exclusion, apprehensions and investigations; and, removals.

Exclusion

All aliens must undergo reviews performed by Department of State Consular Affairs officers
abroad and Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officers upon entry to the United States. These
reviews are intended to ensure that they are not ineligible for visas or admission under the grounds
for inadmissibility spelled out in the INA * These criteria are

health-related grounds;

criminal history;

security and terrorist concerns;

public charge (e.g., indigence);

seeking to work without proper labor certification;
illegal entrants and immigration law violations;
ineligible for citizenship; and,

aliens previously removed.*

Some provisions may be waived or are not applicable in the case of nonimmigrants, refugees (e.g.,
public charge), and other aliens. All family-based immigrants and employment-based immigrants
who are sponsored by a relative must have binding affidavits of support signed by U.S. sponsors in
order to show that they will not become public charges.

Figure 16illustrates thatlabor market protections for U.S. workers were the largest single basis
for denying LPR visas in FY2005, followed by the likelihood of becoming a public charge.* While
the grounds of inadmissibility are an important basis for denying foreign nationals admission to the

# Op. sit. For altemative analyses, see Pew Hispanic Center, Fstimates of the Unauthorized Migrant
Population for States based on the March 2005 CPS, by Jeffrey Passel. April 26, 2006.

3 §212(a) of the INA.

3 For a fuller analysis, see CRS Report RL32480, Immigration Consequences of Criminal Activity, by
Michacl John Garcia; and CRS Report RL32564, Immigration: {errorist Grounds for Exclusion of Aliens,
by Michael John Garcia and Ruth Ellen Wasem.

* Formorc on thesc topics, scc CRS Report RL33977, Immigration of Foreign Workers: Lahor Market Tesis
and Prorections, by Ruth Ellen Wasem; and CRS Report RL33809, Noncirizen Eligibility for Federal Public
Assistance: Policy Overview and rends, by Ruth Ellen Wasem.
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United States, it should be noted that more immigrant petitions who are rejected by DOS —
270,615 in FY2005 — were rejected because their visa application did not comply with provisions
in the INA (most of these being §221(g) noncompliance) included in the last category listed in
Appendix B, Table 1.

Figure 16. Visas Denied by Inadmissibility Grounds: FY2005
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Source: CRS analysis of U.S. Department of State Bureau of Consular Affairs FY2005 data.
Note: 1,956,137 aliens were denied nonimmigrant visas in FY2005 due to 214(b) presumption.

Refusals of nonimmigrant petitions presented in Figure 16 have a somewhat different pattern
as previous immigration law violations has been the leading category. Violation of criminal law
emerged as a more common ground for refusal among nonimmigrant petitioners than it was for
immigrant petitioners. Prior orders of removal from the United States was also among the leading
grounds for refusals. The overwhelming basis for denying nonimmigrant visas, however, was that
the alien was not qualified for the visa, largely due to the §214(b) presumption.

Comparable data from DHS on aliens deemed ineligible for immigrant status or inadmissible
as anonimmigrant based upon §212(a) are not available. Asa result, the DOS data presented above
understate the number and distribution of aliens denied admission to the United States.
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Apprehensions and Investigations

Stateside, the Department of Homeland Security is the lead department for immigration
enforcement, largely carried out by CBP and Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE). The
responsibilities cover investigating violations of the INA's civil provisions (e.g., violate the
conditions of their admittance), as well as U.S. citizens or aliens who violate the criminal provisions
(e.g., marriage fraud or alien smuggling). Their duties include securing the border between ports of
entry, conducting inspections at ports of entry, removing aliens who should not be in the United
States, investigating alien smuggling and trafficking, combating document and benefit fraud, and
enforcing the prohibitions against employers hiring aliens without work authorization.

Figure 17 offers a sketch of alien apprehensions over the past decade. This figure combines

data from the CBP's border patrol . . .
and ICE (excluding ICE's Figure 17. Alien Apprehension by ICE and Border Patrol
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Source: CRS prosenfation of data from Tabls 34 in the DHS Office of Immigration
Statistics, Fearbook of Immigration Statisties: 2005.

Removals

An alien is "removable" if the alien has not been admitted to the United States and is
inadmissible under the INA §212, or the alien has been admitted to the United States and is
deportable under the INA §237. The lllegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
of 1996 (ITRIRA) combined "exclusion" and "deportation" proceedings into a single removal
proceeding as well as added provisions for expedited removal of aliens arriving without proper
documents. The INA §237 specifies six broad classes of deportable aliens including aliens who: are
inadmissible at time of entry or violate their immigration status; commit certain criminal offenses
(e.g., crimes of moral turpitude, aggravated felonies, alien smuggling, high speed flight); fail to
register (if required under law) or commit document fraud; are security risks (such as aliens who
violate any law relating to espionage, engage in criminal activity which endangers public safety,
partake in terrorist activities, or assisted in Nazi persecution or genocide); become a public charge
within five years of entry; or vote unlawfully.
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As Figure 18 depicts, alien Figure 18. Alien Removals, FY1997-FY2005
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Source: CRS analysis of workload data from DHS Office of Immigration
Statistics.

This concludes my formal testimony. I would be happy to take your questions.

%7 For a more complete discussion of removal, see CRS Report RL33351, Immigration Enforcement Within
the United States, coordinated by Alison Siskin with Andorra Bruno, Blas Nunez-Neto, Lisa M. Seghetti, and
Ruth Ellen Wasem, pp. 9-20.

3 For a detailed discussion of expedited removal, see CRS Report RL33109, Immigration Policy on
Expedited Removal of Aliens, by Alison Siskin and Ruth Ellen Wasem.
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Appendix A. Legal Immigration Preference System

Category

Numerical Limit

Immediate relatives

Total Family-Sponsored Immigrants

480,000

Aliens who are the spouses and unmarried minor
children of U.S. citizens and the parents of adult
U.S. citizens

Unlimited

Family-sponsored Preference Immigrants

‘Worldwide Level 226,000

I* preference Unmarried sons and daughters of citizens 23,400 plus visas not required for 4"
preference
2 preference (A) Spouses and children of LPRs 114,200 plus visas not required for 1%
(B) Unmarried sons and daughters of LPRs preference
3 preference Married sons and daughters of citizens 23,400 plus visas not required for 1% or 2"
preference
4" preference Siblings of citizens age 21 and over 65,000 plus visas not required for 1%, 2" or

3" preference

Employment-Based Preferen

ce Immigrants

Worldwide Level 140,000

degrees or persons of exceptional abilities in the
sciences, art, or business

I* preference Priority workers: persons of extraordinary ability in | 28.6% of worldwide limit plus unused 4"
the arts, science, education, business, or athletics; | and 5" preference
outstanding professors and researchers; and certain
multi-national executives and managers

2 preference Members of the professions holding advanced | 28.6% of worldwide limit plus unused 1%

preference

3" preference — skilled

Skilled shortage workers with at least two years

28.6% of worldwide limit plus unused 1% or

$1 million (amount may vary in rural areas or areas
of high unemployment) which will create at least 10

new jobs

training or experience, professionals with | 2" preference
baccalaureate degrees
3" preference — “other” Unskilled shortage workers 10,000 (taken from the total available for
3" preference)
4" preference “Special immigrants,” including ministers of | 7.1% of worldwide limit; religious workers
religion, religious workers other than ministers, | limited to 5,000
certain employees of the U.S. government abroad,
and others
5" preference Employment creation investors who invest at least | 7.1% of worldwide limit; 3,000 minimum

reserved for investors in rural or high
unemployment areas

Source: CRS summary of §§ 203(a), 203(b), and 204 of INA; 8 U.S.C. § 1153; excerpted from CRS Report RL32235,
U.S. Immigration Policy on Permanent Admissions.
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Appendix B. Statistics on Grounds of Inadmissibility

Table 1. Immigrants Refused Visa by Grounds of Inadmissibility

Potential immigrants refused by State Department
Grounds for exclusion FY2000 FY2002 FY2005
Health 1,528 2.3% 1,176 2.9% 1,968 51%
Criminal 736 1.1% 885 2.2% 1,401 3.6%
Terrorism and security 32 0.1% 27 0.1% 63 0.2%
Public charge 46,450 | 69.1% 17,848 | 44.0% 9,559 | 24.9%
Labor certification 8,194 | 122% 10,046 | 27.7% 11,721 | 30.5%
Immigration violations 3,414 5.1% 6.698 | 16.5% 4,504 | 11.7%
Ineligible for citizenship 4 — 4 — 2 —
Previously removed orillegal | ¢ 95 19304 | 3909 | 9.6% 9,195 | 23.9%
presence
Miscellaneous 7 — 13 — 21 0.1%
Total §212(a) inadmissible 67,269 — 40,606 — 38,434 —
Ineligible for visa applied for 205,742 — | 194255 o 270,615 o
due to other reasons

Source: CRS analysis of DOS Bureau of Consular Affairs data.

Table 2. Nonimmigrants Refused Visa by
Grounds of Inadmissibility

Potential nonimmigrants refused by State Department

Grounds for exclusion FY2000 FY2002 FY2005
Health 177 0.7% 390 1.2% 238 0.9%
Criminal 4370 | 182% 6.554 | 20.6% 7454 | 29.6%
Terrorism and security 224 1.0% 133 0.4% 333 1.3%
Public charge 825 3.4% 2,069 6.5% 1.341 5.3%
Immigration violations 14.263 | 60.0% 17.070 | 53.7% 1 —
Documentation problems 1,143 4.8% 1,123 3.5% 8.822 | 35.0%
ﬁf:;;‘l";lgserfl‘c‘:f’ved or 2,930 | 12.2% 4428 | 13.9% 6,977 | 27.7%
Miscellaneous 9 — 15 0.1% 4 —
Total §212(a) 23,953 | 100% 31,793 | 100% 25,212 100%
inadmissible

pheligible for visa applied | 5 g | — | 2560526 | — | Loarsza|  —

Source: CRS analysis of DOS Bureau of Consular Affairs data.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you very much for really a very voluminous
report which I read with great interest, and with the color charts
it was very helpful.

Dr. Bird?

TESTIMONY OF RONALD BIRD, Ph.D., CHIEF ECONOMIST AND
DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF ECONOMIC POLICY AND ANALYSIS,
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. BIrRD. Thank you. I am tempted to yield my time to Dr.
Wasem to continue.

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank
you for the opportunity to testify here today. My name is Ronald
Bird, and I am chief economist in the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary for Policy at the U.S. Department of Labor.

I am here today at your request to provide information regarding
demographics of the U.S. labor force.

The American labor force is large, diverse and dynamic. At over
152 million workers in May of 2007, the U.S. labor force is the
third-largest among the Nations of the world, behind only China
and India.

The U.S. labor market is healthy. Unemployment in May 2007
was a low 4.5 percent. And we have enjoyed 45 consecutive months
of job growth, with payroll employment growing by 8 million jobs
since the post-recession employment low in August 2003.

Unemployment today is below historical averages. Since 1950,
the unemployment rate has averaged 5.6 percent, compared to to-
day’s 4.5 percent.

The U.S. labor force grew significantly over the past half-century.
Between 1950 and 2006, the labor force increased from 62.2 million
to 151.4 million, a 143 percent increase that saw 89.2 million new
workers absorbed into the economy.

During the 1970’s, the labor force grew at an average annual
rate of 2.7 percent. Since then, the growth of the labor force has
slowed to an annual average of 1.7 percent in the 1980’s and 1.2
percent since 1995.

The Bureau of Labor and Statistics’ projections show continuing
declines in the rate of labor force growth with annual growth slow-
ing to eight-tenths of 1 percent by 2014.

At the same time, the immigrant labor force portion of the labor
force is growing. Current population survey estimates of the labor
force status of the foreign-born do not distinguish between the doc-
umented and undocumented population. However, we do know that
immigrants as a whole are a significant and growing component of
the U.S. labor force.

In 2006, 23.1 million foreign-born workers comprised 15.3 per-
cent of the U.S. labor force. The foreign-born component has in-
creased by 8.7 million since 1996. Foreign-born workers accounted
for about half of the 17.3 million total increase in the labor force
from 1996 to 2006.

The unemployment rate for foreign-born workers was 4 percent
in 2006 compared with an average unemployment rate of 4.7 per-
cent for native-born workers on average over the 12 months of
2006.
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Persons of Hispanic ethnicity comprised 50 percent of the for-
eign-born labor force in 2006, and 22 percent was Asian origin.

In terms of educational attainment, 28 percent of the foreign-
born labor force 25 years and older had not completed high school,
compared with about 6 percent of the native-born labor force.
About equal proportions of both the foreign-born and native-born
had bachelor’s degrees, about one-third of each.

Median weekly earnings of Hispanic, foreign-born, full-time-wage
and salary workers were about 75 percent of the earnings of na-
tive-born Hispanics working full-time, while foreign-born workers
with at least a bachelor’s degree had median weekly earnings
about identical to those of native-born college graduates in 2006.

I hope it is helpful. I will be pleased to address your questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bird follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RONALD BIRD

STATE

MENT OF

RONALD BIRD, PH.D., CHIEF ECONOMIST
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POLICY

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES,
BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

June 6, 2007

Madam Chairwoman and Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity
to testify. My name is Ronald Bird and T am the Chief Economist in the Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Policy at the U.S. Department of Labor. I am here today in
response to your request for information regarding demographics of the U.S. labor force
and how that may impact immigration policies you are considering. 1 have prepared a
series of tables and charts which I would like to submit for the record and which I will
briefly summarize and explain. 1 will be pleased to answer any questions that you may
have regarding this information.

The American labor force is large, diverse and dynamic. At over 152 million workers in
May 2007, the U.S. labor force is the third largest among the nations of the world —
behind only China and India. The U.S. is also the world’s third most populous nation — at
an estimated 301 million. Table 1 compares the labor force of the U.S with other selected
nations. The data reflect estimates published in The World Factbook prepared by the
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).

Table 1.
Population, Population Growth, Labor Force, Net Migration, and GDP
per Capita
GDP Per
Population | Annual Labor Capita
Nation | (millions) | Population Aa;;::ltil:ﬁt Force P“;%'w::ng
Est. July Growth (thousands) (millions) Parity
2007 (percent) 2006 Dollars
2006
United
States 301.1 0.89 918.5 151.4 $43,500
China 1,321.9 0.61 -515.5 798.0 $7,600
India 1,129.9 1.61 -56.5 509.3 $3,700
Mexico 108.7 1.15 -443.5 38.1 $10,600
Canada 33.4 0.87 193.3 17.6 $35,200

Source: The World Factbook, May 30, 2007,
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/index.html
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Figure 1. Annual Average Unemployment Rate,

1950-2006
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Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics.

The U.S. labor force is diverse and is composed of three major racial groups: Whites
(123.8 million) comprised 81.8 percent of the labor force in 2006. Blacks or African
Americans (17.3 million) comprised 11.4 percent of the labor force, and Asians (6.7
million) comprised 4.4 percent of the labor force. Persons of Hispanic (or Latino)
ethnicity (who may be of any race) comprised 13.7 percent of the labor force in 2006
(20.7 million). Since 1974, the size of the Hispanic labor force component has grown
from 4.4 percent of the labor force. The total number of Hispanics in the labor force
increased by 16.7 million between 1974 and 2006.

The U.S. labor market is healthy. Unemployment in May 2007 was a low 4.5 percent,
and we have enjoyed 45 consecutive months of job growth with payroll employment
growing by nearly 8.0 million jobs since the post-recession employment low in August
2003. Unemployment today is below historical averages. Since 1950, the unemployment
rate has averaged 5.6 percent. Figure 1 shows average annual unemployment rates from
1950 through 2006. The recession-related unemployment peaks were lower in the two
most recent recessions than that in the recessions that began in 1973 and in 1981.

Unemployment varies across a number of demographic characteristics. In 2006, on
average, the unemployment rate for teens (age 16-19) was 15.4 percent. For men age 20
and older, the unemployment rate in 2006 averaged 4.0 percent, and for women age 20
and older the average unemployment rate was 4.1 percent. Unemployment rates vary
across racial categories. For example, the unemployment rate for whites was 4.0 percent
in 2006. For African-Americans, it was 8.9 percent, and for Asians, it was 3.0 percent.
For workers of Hispanic ethnicity the unemployment rate in 2006 averaged 5.2 percent.
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Figure 2. Annual Labor Force Growth,
Actual 1950-2006, and Projected 2007-2014
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The U.S. labor force grew significantly over the past half century. Between 1950 and
2006, the labor force increased from 62.2 million to 151.4 million — a 143 percent
increase that saw 89.2 million new workers absorbed into the economy. Labor force
growth averaged 2.4 million per year in the 1970s, declined to 1.6 million per year since
1990, and is projected to average 1.4 million per year for 2007 through 2014.

The percentage rate of growth of the labor force has varied notably over the period.
Figure 2 shows annual average labor force growth from 1950 through 2006, with
projected growth through 2014. In the 1960s and 70s, the annual rate of labor force
growth trended upward. The 1.1 percent average annual labor force growth rate of the
1950s increased to 1.7 percent in the 1960s and to 2.7 percent in the 1970s. This
remarkable increase in the annual rate of labor force growth reflected two major
components — the post-war “baby boom” generation reaching working age and the
increasing labor force participation of women. The annual average labor force growth
rate slowed to 1.7 percent in the 1980s, as the size of the age cohorts reaching working
age shrank; however, the participation of women continued to boost the labor force into
the 1990s.

Since 1995, labor force growth has averaged 1.2 percent annually — comparable to the 1.1
percent annual growth rate of the 1950°s. The unusually large labor force growth shown
in Figure 2 for the year 2000 (2.3 percent) reflects an adjustment for revised population
controls on the monthly survey data following the results of the 2000 Census. The
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Figure 3. Women and Men in the Labor Force
1950-2006
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increase in labor force for 2000 includes a “catch-up” component to offset underestimates
of the total level in several prior years. The annual labor force growth in 2006 was 1.4
percent. The Bureau of Labor Statistics’ projections through 2014 forecast continuing
declines in the rate of labor force growth — slowing to 0.8 percent annually by 2014.

Figure 3 shows the labor force by male and female components over the past half
century. In 1950, women comprised just 29.6 percent of the labor force. The labor force
participation rate for women was 33.9 percent -- on average about one in three women
sought work in the civilian labor market in 1950. By 1980, the female labor force
participation rate had risen to 51.5 percent and women comprised 42.5 percent of the
labor force. Women’s labor force participation rate increased further in the 1980s and by
1995 their labor force participation rate was 58.9 percent and they comprised 46.1
percent of the labor force. In 2006, the female labor force participation rate was 59.4
percent and women comprised 46.3 percent of the labor force — proportions little changed
from 1995.

The increase in labor force participation of women over the past half-century has had a
major impact on the U.S. labor market. If the female labor force participation rate had
remained at the 1950 level over the past half century, the labor force today would be only
121.3 million — over 30 million less than 2006’s average labor force of 151.4 million.

Current Population Survey estimates of the labor force status of the foreign born do not
distinguish between the documented and undocumented population. An oft-cited study
by the Pew Hispanic Center estimates that the undocumented labor force numbered about
7.2 million, or 4.9 percent of the civilian labor force in March 2005. The study found
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Figure 4. Age Distribution of Foreign-born and
Native-born Labor Force Participants, 2006
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that in 2005 about 30 percent of the foreign-born population was undocumented, while 28
percent were legal permanent residents and 31 percent were naturalized U.S. citizens.
The rest were refugees or temporary legal migrants such as students and temporary
workers.

Data from the Current Population Survey show that the foreign-born are a significant and
growing component of the U.S. labor force. In 2006, 23.1 million foreign-born workers
comprised 15.3 percent of the U.S. labor force. Foreign-born workers included 13.9
million men and 9.3 million women. The foreign-born labor force component has
increased by 8.7 million or 60.4 percent since 1996.

The 33.7 million foreign-born civilian population age 16 and over comprised 14.7 percent
of the total U.S. population age 16 and older in 2006. The labor force participation rate
for foreign-born workers, 68.6 percent was higher than the 65.8 percent for the native
born. The unemployment rate for foreign-born workers was 4.0 percent in 2006,
compared with an average unemployment rate of 4.7 percent for native-born workers.

The demographic characteristics of the foreign-born labor force differ in many respects
from those of the native born. Men made up a larger proportion of the foreign-born labor
force (60 percent) in 2006 than they did of the native-born labor force (53 percent).

The proportion of the foreign-born labor force made up of 25- to 54-year olds was higher
(76 percent) than for the native-born labor force (67 percent). Figure 4 shows native and
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foreign born shares of the workforce by age cohorts in 2006. The foreign born labor
force had the following age distribution in 2006: 10.8 percent were age 16-to-24, 27.1
percent were age 25-t0-34, 28.3 percent were in the 35-to-44 age group, 20.5 percent
were age 45-t0-54, 10.5 percent were age 55-t0-64, and 2.9 percent were age 65 or older.

Persons of Hispanic ethnicity comprised 50 percent of the foreign-born labor force in
2006, and 22 percent was Asian. These proportions compare to 7 and 1 percent,
respectively, of the native-born labor force. One out of 5 of the foreign-born labor force
was White non-Hispanic, compared with nearly 4 out of 5 of the native-born labor force.

In terms of educational attainment, 28 percent of the foreign-born labor force 25 years
old and over had not completed high school, compared with about 6 percent of the native-
born labor force. About equal proportions of both the foreign- and native-born had a
bachelor's degree or higher (31 and 33 percent, respectively).

As previously mentioned, the foreign born labor force has increased by 8.7 million since
1996. Foreign-born workers accounted for about half of the 17.3 million increase in the
labor force from 1996 to 2006.  The projected 1.0 percent labor force growth for 2004-
2014 will be below the average labor force growth rate of the 1950s and well below the
2.7 percent average annual labor force growth rate of the 1970s. Recent and projected
labor force growth includes the effects of both native population growth and growth from
immigration. At 49.7 percent of labor force growth since 2002, immigrant workers
comprise an important component of overall labor force growth and of our capacity to
maintain growing national output.

Median weekly earnings of foreign-born full-time wage and salary workers are about
three-fourths those of native-born workers. The differences in foreign-born and native-
born earnings vary notably by demographic characteristics. Median weekly earnings of
Hispanic foreign-born workers are about 75.1 percent of the earnings of native-born
Hispanics, while there is essentially no difference between the earnings of foreign- and
native-born non-Hispanics. Hispanic foreign-born workers tend to be concentrated in
jobs with low educational requirements. Non-Hispanic foreign-born workers are
employed across more occupations with a broader range of educational requirements.

Not surprisingly, the earnings differences between foreign-born and native-born workers
are much less pronounced at higher levels of educational attainment. Foreign-born
workers with at least a bachelor’s degree had about identical median weekly earnings as
native-born college graduates in 2006.

Thank you for the opportunity to share this summary of labor market information with
you today. I hope itis helpful to your deliberations. T will be pleased to address your
questions.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Dr. Bird, it is helpful. Thank you very much.
Mr. Hoefer?

TESTIMONY OF MICHAEL HOEFER, DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE
OF IMMIGRATION STATISTICS (OIS), U.S. DEPARTMENT OF
HOMELAND SECURITY

Mr. HOEFER. Good afternoon, Madam Chairwoman, Ranking
Member King, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee.
Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the role of the Office of
Immigration Statistics, OIS, at the U.S. Department of Homeland
Security, to provide an overview of our recent immigrant popu-
lation estimates and to answer any additional questions you may
have.

OIS is part of the DHS Policy Directorate and our mission is to
lead the development of statistical information useful in making
decisions and analyzing the effects of immigration in the United
States. We publish reports each year on recent trends in legal im-
migration, persons naturalized, and aliens apprehended and re-
moved from the United States. We primarily use administrative
data collected through the DHS components.

We also provide analyses and estimates to support policy-makers
as they work to understand immigration needs and trends before
setting policy. For example, on the number of foreign residents in
the United States by legal status, as already has been mentioned
in most of the surveys, that information is not collected, so we need
to estimate those numbers.

I want to start by briefly summarizing our recent estimates, be-
ginning with the number of persons who may be in the United
States unlawfully. We at the OIS estimate that there were approxi-
mately 10.5 million unlawful residents in the United States as of
January 1, 2005, and project that there may be as many as 12 mil-
lion as of today.

About 57 percent of the unlawful residents are from Mexico, and
nearly half of the 12 million residents live in California, Texas, or
Florida. The average annual net growth in the number of unlawful
residents has been 500,000 per year since 1990. DHS has not esti-
mated other characteristics of this difficult-to-measure population.

Turning to legal immigration, the DHS has granted lawful per-
manent resident status to an average of 1.1 million persons during
the past 3 years. More than four out of 10 of these immigrants are
immediate relatives of U.S. citizens who are admitted without limi-
tation.

The next leading categories are family-sponsored preference im-
migrants at about 19 percent, employment-based preference immi-
grants at 17 percent, and refugees and asylees at 13 percent.

About one of four immigrants derives their status through a
spouse or parent. For example, an employment principal who
comes into the United States may bring their spouses and children.

We estimate there are approximately 11.6 million lawful perma-
nent residents in the United States as of October 2004 and that 8
million were eligible to naturalize. Approximately 60 percent of
those who were admitted legally during the 1970’s and 1980’s have
naturalized as of 2005.
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More recent immigrants are naturalizing sooner than earlier im-
migrants, though it is not known whether this will result in life-
time naturalization rates higher than 60 percent.

About 33 percent of immigrants admitted before 1986 had natu-
ralized after 10 years, while between 45 and 50 percent of immi-
grants admitted from 1992 to 1995 had naturalized after 10 years
of residence.

In addition to the immigrants that have been admitted and are
living in the United States, there are other aliens who have applied
for but are waiting to obtain lawful permanent resident status. The
total number of petitioners for LPR status who are waiting to im-
migrate must be estimated because there is little information avail-
able on the number with an approved petition who are already in
the United States or on the number with a pending petition at
USCIS who may be living either inside or outside the United
States.

My colleague from the State Department is going to talk about
those who have approved petitions who are awaiting abroad.

Thank you, Madam Chairman, for the opportunity to testify. I
am happy to answer any questions you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hoefer follows:]
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Introduction

Good afternoon, Madam Chairwoman, Ranking Member King, and distinguished members of
the Subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity to discuss the role of the Office of Immigration
Statistics (OIS) at the U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS), to provide an overview of
our recent immigrant population estimates, and to answer any additional questions you may

have.

OIS Overview

OIS is part of the DHS Policy Directorate and our mission is to lead the development of
statistical information useful in making decisions and analyzing the effects of immigration in the
United States. We publish reports each year on recent trends in legal immigration, persons
naturalized, and aliens apprehended and removed from the United States. We also provide
analyses and estimates to support policy makers as they work to understand immigration trends
before setting policy, for example, on the number of foreign residents in the United States by

legal status.

Immigration Population Estimates and Trends

1want to briefly provide you a summary of recent estimates, beginning with the number of

persons who may be in the United States unlawfully.

We estimate that there were approximately 10.5 million unlawful residents in the United States
as of January 1, 2003, and project that there may be as many as 12 million here as of now.

About 57 percent of the unlawful residents are from Mexico, and nearly half of the 12 million
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residents live in California, Texas, or Florida. The average annual net growth in the number of
unlawful residents has been 500,000 a year since 1990. DHS has not estimated other

characteristics of this difficult to measure population.

Turning to legal immigration, the DHS has granted lawful permanent resident (LPR) status to an
average of 1.1 million persons during the past three years (See Table 1). More than 4 out of 10
of these immigrants are immediate relatives of U.S. citizens who are admitted without limitation.
The next leading categories are family-sponsored preference immigrants (19 percent),
employment-based preference immigrants (17 percent), and refugees or asylees (13 percent).

About 1 of 4 immigrants derives their status through a spouse or parent.

We estimate that there were approximately 11.6 million lawful permanent residents in the United
States as of October 2004 and that 8.0 million were eligible to naturalize. Approximately 60
percent of legal immigrants admitted during the 1970°s and 1980°s had naturalized as of 2005
(see Chart 1). More recent immigrants are naturalizing sooner than earlier immigrants, though it
is not known whether this will result in lifetime naturalization rates higher than 60 percent.
About 33 percent of immigrants admitted before 1986 had naturalized after 10 years, while
between 45 and 50 percent of immigrants admitted from 1992-95 had naturalized after 10 years

of residence.

In addition to the immigrants that have been admitted and are living in the United States, there
are other aliens who have applied for but are waiting to obtain lawful permanent resident status.
The total number of petitioners for LPR status who are waiting to immigrate must be estimated

because there is little information available on the number with an approved petition who are
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already in the United States, or on the number with a pending petition at U.S. Citizenship and

Immigration Services (USCIS) who may be living either inside or outside the United States.

Conclusion

Thank you, Madam Chairwoman, for the opportunity to testify before the Subcommittee today. 1

am happy to answer any questions you may have.
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Average Annual Number of Persons Granted Lawful Permanent Resident Status

By Major Category of Admi

and Principal/Derivative Status: Fiscal Years 2004 to 2006

Total Principals Derivatives
Category of Admission Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total 1,115,507 100.0 | 842,850 100.0 | 272,857 100.0
Family-sponsored preferences 216,518 19.4 | 134,282 15.9 82,236 30.2
Unmarried sons/daughters of U.S. citizens 25,514 23| 18,482 22 7,031 26
Spouses and children of alien residents 101,933 91 84,619 10.0 17,314 6.4
Married sons/daughters of U.8. citizens 24,380 22 7616 09| 16,764 6.1
Siblings of U.S. citizens 64,692 58 23,565 2.8 41,127 15.1
Immediate refatives of U S. citizens 478,810 42.9 | 478,443 56.8 367 0.1
Spouses 283,727 254 | 283,727 337 0 0.0
Parents 93,363 8.4 | 93,363 111 0 0.0
Children 101,087 9.1 | 100,720 11.9 367 0.1
Children born abroad to alien residents 634 0.1 634 0.1 0 0.0
Employment-based preferences 187,096 16.8| 86,157 10.2 | 100,939 37.0
Priority workers 44,327 4.0 18,223 22| 26,104 96
Professionals with advanced degrees 32,347 29 15,540 1.8 16,807 6.2
Skilled workers, professionals, unskilled
workers 101,654 9.1 | 48,128 5.7 | 53,526 19.6
Special immigrants 8,360 0.7 4128 0.5 4,232 1.6
Investors 408 0.0 138 0.0 270 0.1
Diversity programs 46,930 4.2 | 24,358 29| 22571 8.3
Refugees and Asylees 143,549 12.9 78,878 9.4 64,671 237
Refugee adjustments 91,099 8.2 51,042 6.1 40,057 14.7
Asylee adjustments 52,449 4.7 27,836 33 24614 9.0
Other categones 42,604 3.8| 40731 4.8 1,873 0.7

Source: U.S, Depariment of Homeland Security, Computer Linked Application Information Management System (CLAIMS), Legal Immigrant Data, Fiscal

‘Years 2004 to 2008,
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Chart 1. Cumulative Naturalization Rates Through 2005 for Legal
Permanent Residents (LPRs) Ages 16 Years and Over by Year LPR
Status Obtained: 1975-1995
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you.
We will turn now to Mr. Oppenheim.

TESTIMONY OF CHARLES OPPENHEIM, CHIEF, VISA CONTROL
AND REPORTING DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Mr. OpPENHEIM. Hello. Chairwoman Lofgren, Ranking Member
King, and distinguished Members of the Committee, it is a pleas-
ure to be here this afternoon to answer your questions and provide
an overview of the immigrant visa control and reporting program
which is operated by the Department of State.

The Department of State is responsible for administering the
provisions of the Immigration and Nationality Act which relate to
the numerical limitations on immigrant visa number use, and I will
briefly describe that process.

At the beginning of each month, the Visa Office receives a report
from each consular office abroad listing the total of documentarily
qualified immigrants who are subject to numerical limitation.
These cases are provided by foreign state chargeability, preference,
class, and priority date.

The foreign state chargeability refers to the per country limita-
tion to which the immigrant visa applicant will be charged and is
generally the foreign state or dependent area to which the appli-
cant was born. Exceptions are provided for a child or a spouse to
prevent the separation of family members, as well as for an appli-
cant born in the United States or in a foreign state of which nei-
ther parent was a native or resident.

Alternate chargeability is desirable in the issuance of visas when
a parent or spouse has a more advantageous place of birth than
that of the applicant’s. The preference is the visa class established
by the Immigration and Nationality Act to which the applicant may
be assigned based on relationship to U.S. citizens, legal permanent
residents or employment status.

Immigrant classifications fall into two basic categories: unlim-
ited, such as immediate relatives, and numerically limited, such as
family employment cases. The preference classes which are being
discussed today are strictly the numerically limited.

The priority date is normally the date on which the petition to
accord the applicant immigrant status was filed.

The Visa Office subdivides the annual preference and foreign
state limitations specified by the Immigration Nationality Act into
monthly allotments. The totals of qualified applicants which have
been reported to the Visa Office are compared each month with the
numbers available for the next regular allotment.

The determination of visa number availability requires the con-
sideration of several variables. These include past number use, es-
timates of future number use, return rates, and estimates of U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services demand based on cut-off date
movements.

If sufficient numbers are available in a particular category to sat-
isfy all qualified demand, the category is considered “current.” For
example, if the monthly allocation target is 10,000 and we only
have 5,000 applicants, then the category can become “current.”

Whenever the total of qualified applicants in a category exceeds
the supply of numbers available for a particular month, the cat-
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egory is considered to be “oversubscribed,” and a visa availability
cut-off date is established. The cut-off date is the priority date of
the first qualified applicant who could not be accommodated for a
visa number that month.

For example, if the monthly target were once again 10,000 and
we had 25,000 applicants, then we would need to establish a cut-
off date so that only 10,000 numbers would be allocated, and the
cut-off date would be the priority date of the 10,001st applicant.
Therefore, only persons with a priority date earlier than the estab-
lished cut-off date are entitled to allotment of a visa number.

Once the above factors have been taken into consideration, the
cut-off dates for the following month are established. They are im-
mediately transmitted to overseas posts and the U.S. Citizenship
and Immigration Services Office and are also published in the
“Visa Bulletin” and online at the consular affairs Web site.

I have submitted a copy of the latest “Visa Bulletin” for the
record.

Visa allotments for the month that are transmitted to posts must
be returned if they are not used, and the numbers are provided in
priority date order with the oldest reported first.

Citizenship and Immigration Services Office requests are based
on an adjustment of status cases for which all clearance processing
has been completed.

The National Visa Center, which is located in Portsmouth, New
Hampshire, provides administrative support for the U.S. embassies
and consulates abroad that process immigrant visas. Approved im-
migrant visa petitions are sent by the U.S. Citizenship and Immi-
gration Services directly to this center for initial screening, record-
keeping instructions to visa applicants prior to being forwarded to
overseas posts for further processing.

If an applicant’s party date does not allow the case to be for-
warded overseas, then the petition is stored at the center.

As of March 27, 2007, over 2.7 million active family immigrant
cases were on file at the National Visa Center and almost 60,000
employment-based applicants were on file at the center. These to-
tals include both principal applicants and their derivatives and
spouses since each requires the use of a visa number.

I thank you for the opportunity to testify today and would wel-
come any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Oppenheim follows:]
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Chairman Lofgren, Ranking Member King, and distinguished members of the Committee, it is a
pleasure to be here this afternoon to answer your questions and provide an overview of our
immigrant visa control and reporting program operated by the U.S. Department of State.

The Department of State is responsible for administering the provisions of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (INA) related to the numerical limitations on immigrant visa issuances.

At the beginning of each month, the Visa Office (VO) receives a report from each consular post
listing totals of documentarily-qualified immigrant visa applicants in categories subject to
numerical limitation. Cases are grouped in three different categories: 1) foreign state
chargeability, 2) preference, and 3) priority date.

Foreign state chargeability for visa purposes refers to the fact that an immigrant is chargeable to
the numerical limitation for the foreign state or dependent area in which the immigrant's place of
birth is located. Exceptions are provided for a child (unmarried and under 21 years of age) or
spouse accompanying or following to join a principal to prevent the separation of family
members, as well as for an applicant born in the United States or in a foreign state of which
neither parent was a native or resident. Alternate chargeability is desirable when the visa cut-off
date for the foreign state of a parent or spouse is more advantageous than that of the applicant's
foreign state.

As established by the Immigration and Nationality Act, preference is the visa category that can
be assigned based on relationships to U.S. citizens or legal permanent residents. Family-based
immigration falls under two basic categories: unlimited and limited. Preferences established by
law for the limited category are:

Family First Preference (F1): Unmarried sons and daughters of U.S. citizens and their minor
children, if any.
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Family Second Preference (F2): Spouses, minor children, and unmarried sons and daughters of
lawful permanent residents.

Family Third Preference (F3): Married sons and daughters of U.S. citizens and their spouses
and minor children.

Family Fourth Preference (F4): Brothers and sisters of U.S. citizens and their spouses and
minor children provided the U.S. citizen is at least 21 years of age.

The Priority Date is normally the date on which the petition to accord the applicant immigrant
status was filed, generally with U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS).

VO subdivides the annual preference and foreign state limitations specified by the INA into
monthly allotments. The totals of documentarily-qualified applicants which have been reported
to VO are compared each month with the numbers available for the next regular allotment. The
determination of how many numbers are available requires consideration of several variables,
including: past number use; estimates of future number use and return rates; and estimates of
USCIS demand based on cut-off date movements. Once this consideration is completed, the cut-
off dates are established and numbers are allocated to reported applicants in order of their
priority dates, the oldest dates first.

If there are sufficient numbers in a particular category to satisty all reported documentarily-
qualified demand, the category is considered "Current." For example: If the monthly allocation
target is 10,000, and we only have 5,000 applicants, the category can be "Current.”

Whenever the total of documentarily-qualified applicants in a category exceeds the supply of
numbers available for allotment for the particular month, the category is considered to be
"oversubscribed" and a visa availability cut-off date is established. The cut-off date is the
priority date of the first documentarily-qualified applicant who could not be accommodated for a
visa number. For example, if the monthly target is 10,000 and we have 25,000 applicants, then
we would need to establish a cut-off date so that only 10,000 numbers would be allocated. In
this case, the cut-off would be the priority date of the 10,001st applicant.

Only persons with a priority date earlier than a cut-off date are entitled to allotment of a visa
number. The cut-off dates are the 1st, 8th, 15th, and 22nd of a month, since VO groups demand
for numbers under these dates. (Priority dates of the first through seventh of a month are
grouped under the 1st, the eighth through the 14th under the 8th, etc.)

VO attempts to establish the cut-off dates for the following month on or about the 8th of each
month. The dates are immediately transmitted to consular posts abroad and USCIS, and also
published in the Visa Bulletin and online at the website www travel state.gov. Visa allotments
for use during that month are transmitted to consular posts. USCIS requests visa allotments for
adjustment of status cases only when all other case processing has been completed. 1am

2007.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION ON THE SYSTEM AND CLARIFICATION OF
SOME FREQUENTLY MISUNDERSTOOD POINTS:

Applicants entitled to immigrant status become documentarily qualified at their own initiative
and convenience. By no means has every applicant with a priority date earlier than a prevailing
cut-oft date been processed for final visa action. On the contrary, visa allotments are made only
on the basis of the total applicants reported “documentarily qualified” (or, theoretically ready for
interview) each month. Demand for visa numbers can fluctuate from one month to another, with
the inevitable impact on cut-off dates.

If an applicant is reported documentarily qualified but allocation of a visa number is not possible
because of a visa availability cut-off date, the demand is recorded at VO and an allocation is
made as soon as the applicable cut-off date advances beyond the applicant's priority date. There
is no need for such applicant to be reported a second time.

Visa numbers are always allotted for all documentarily-qualified applicants with a priority date
before the relevant cut-off date, as long as the case had been reported to VO in time to be
included in the monthly calculation of visa availability. Failure of visa number receipt by the
overseas processing office could mean that the request was not dispatched in time to reach VO
for the monthly allocation cycle, or that information on the request was incomplete or inaccurate
(e.g., incorrect priority date).

Allocations to Foreign Service posts outside the regular monthly cycle are possible in emergency
or exceptional cases, but only at the request of the office processing the case. Note that, should
retrogression of a cut-off date be announced, VO can honor extraordinary requests for additional
numbers only if the applicant's priority date is earlier than the retrogressed cut-off date.

Not all numbers allocated are actually used for visa issuance; some are returned to VO and are
reincorporated into the pool of numbers available for later allocation during the fiscal year. The
rate of return of unused numbers may fluctuate from month to month, just as demand may
fluctuate. Lower returns mean fewer numbers available for subsequent reallocation.
Fluctuations can cause cut-off date movement to slow, stop, or even retrogress. Retrogression is
particularly possible near the end of the fiscal year as visa issuance approaches the annual
limitations.

Per-country limit: The annual per-country limitation of 7 percent is a cap, which visa issuances
to any single country may not exceed. Applicants compete for visas primarily on a worldwide
basis. The country limitation serves to avoid monopolization of virtually all the annual
limitation by applicants from only a few countries. This limitation is not a quota to which any
particular country is entitled, however. A portion of the numbers provided to the Family Second
preference category is exempt from this per-country cap. The American Competitiveness in the
Twenty-First Century Act (AC21) removed the per-country limit in any calendar quarter in
which overall applicant demand for Employment-based visa numbers is less than the total of
such numbers available.

Applicability of Section 202(e): When visa demand by documentarily-qualified applicants from
a particular country exceeds the amount of numbers available under the annual numerical
limitation, that country is considered to be oversubscribed. Oversubscription may require the
establishment of a cut-off date which is earlier than that which applies to a particular visa
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category on a worldwide basis. The prorating of numbers for an oversubscribed country follows
the same percentages specified for the division of the worldwide annual limitation among the
preferences. (Note that visa availability cut-off dates for oversubscribed areas may not be later
than worldwide cut-off dates, if any, for the respective preferences.)

The committee submitted several questions that fell outside of VO’s area of work, therefore, I
have provided in my written testimony today the answers only to those questions that the
Department of State can answer. Thank you for this opportunity.
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ATTACHMENT

Visa Bulletin

Number 106
Votume Vil
Washington, D.C.

VISA BULLETIN FOR JUNE 2007

A. STATUTORY NUMBERS:

1. This bulletin summarizes the availability of immigrant numbers during June. Consular
officers are required to report to the Department of State documentarily qualified
applicants for numerically limited visas; the Bureau of Citizenship and Immigration
Services in the Department of Homeland Security reports applicants for adjustment of
status. Allocations were made, to the extent possible under the numerical limitations, for
the demand received by May 11th in the chronological order of the reported priority
dates. If the demand could not be satisfied within the statutory or regulatory limits, the
category or foreign state in which demand was excessive was deemed oversubscribed.
The cut-off date for an oversubscribed category is the priority date of the first applicant
who could not be reached within the numerical limits. Only applicants who have a
priority date earlier than the cut-off date may be allotted a number. Immediately that it
becomes necessary during the monthly allocation process to retrogress a cut-off date,
supplemental requests for numbers will be honored only if the priority date falls within
the new cut-off date. 2. Section 201 of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) sets an
annual minimum family-sponsored preference limit of 226,000. The worldwide level for
annual employment-based preference immigrants is at least 140,000. Section 202
prescribes that the per-country limit for preference immigrants is set at 7% of the total
annual family-sponsored and employment-based preference limits, i.e., 25,620. The

dependent area limit is set at 2%, or 7,320.

3. Section 203 of the INA prescribes preference classes for allotment of immigrant visas

as follows:



69

FAMILY-SPONSORED PREFERENCES

First : Unmarried Sons and Daughters of Citizens: 23,400 plus any numbers not

required for fourth preference.

Second : Spouses and Children, and Unmarried Sons and Daughters of Permanent
Residents: 114,200, plus the number (if any) by which the worldwide family preference

level exceeds 226,000, and any unused first preference numbers:

A. Spouses and Children: 77% of the overall second preference limitation, of which 75%

are exempt from the per-country limit;

B. Unmarried Sons and Daughters (21 years of age or older): 23% of the overall second

preference limitation.

Third : Married Sons and Daughters of Citizens: 23,400, plus any numbers not required

by first and second preferences.

Fourth : Brothers and Sisters of Adult Citizens: 65,000, plus any numbers not required

by first three preferences.
EMPLOYMENT-BASED PREFERENCES

First : Priority Workers: 28.6% of the worldwide employment-based preference level,

plus any numbers not required for fourth and fifth preferences.

Second : Members of the Professions Holding Advanced Degrees or Persons of
Exceptional Ability: 28.6% of the worldwide employment-based preference level, plus

any numbers not required by first preference.

Third : Skilled Workers, Professionals, and Other Workers: 28.6% of the worldwide
level, plus any numbers not required by first and second preferences, not more than
10,000 of which to "Other Workers".

Fourth : Certain Special Immigrants: 7.1% of the worldwide level.
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Fifth : Employment Creation: 7.1% of the worldwide level, not less than 3,000 of which
reserved for investors in a targeted rural or high-unemployment area, and 3,000 set

aside for investors in regional centers by Sec. 610 of P.L. 102-395.

4. INA Section 203(e) provides that family-sponsored and employment-based
preference visas be issued to eligible immigrants in the order in which a petition in
behalf of each has been filed. Section 203(d) provides that spouses and children of
preference immigrants are entitled to the same status, and the same order of
consideration, if accompanying or following to join the principal. The visa prorating
provisions of Section 202(e) apply to allocations for a foreign state or dependent area
when visa demand exceeds the per-country limit. These provisions apply at present to
the following oversubscribed chargeability areas: CHINA-mainland born, INDIA,
MEXICO, and PHILIPPINES.

5. On the chart below, the listing of a date for any class indicates that the class is
oversubscribed (see paragraph 1); "C" means current, i.e., numbers are available for all
qualified applicants; and "U" means unavailable, i.e., no numbers are available. (NOTE:
Numbers are available only for applicants whose priority date is earlier than the cut-off

date listed below.)

All
Charge-
ability  {CHINA- :
Fam-\y veas  |mainland INDIA  |MEXICO | T HILIPP-
ily INES
Except  born
Those

Listed

Ist {01JUNOT1 (01JUNOT JO1JUNO1 JO1JANS1 {22APRO2
2A  {22APRO2 {22APRO2 |22APRO2 |0IMAYO!1;22APR02

2B {01DEC97 {01DEC97 {01DEC97 ;08MAR92;010CT9%6
3rd  {15MAY99I15SMAY99,15MAY99;08FEB8S i{01JANSS

4th  JO8JUN96 {08JAN96 (22JAN96 (15JUL94 01MARSS

*NOTE: For June, 2A numbers EXEMPT from per-country limit are available to
applicants from all countries with priority dates earlier than 01MAYO01. 2A numbers
SUBJECT to per-country limit are available to applicants chargeable to all countries
EXCEPT MEXICO with priority dates beginning 01MAY01 and earlier than 22APR02.
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(All 2A numbers provided for MEXICO are exempt from the per-country limit; there are

no 2A numbers for MEXICO subject to per-country limit.)

All

Charge-

jability CHINA- —

Areas mainland;INDIA {MEXICO

PINES
born

Except

Those

Listed
Employ-
ment
-Based
1st C C c C C
ond C 01JANOG J0TAPRO4:C .C
31 OT1JUNOS5 §01JUNO3 {01JUNO3 j01JUNO3 {01JUNOS
Other 010CTO1{010CTO11010CTO1]010CTO1 {010CTO1
Workers
4 C C C C C
Certain
Religious §C C C C C
Workers
Iragi &
Afghani  |18SEP06 |18SEPO6 |18SEP06 {18SEP06 |18SEP06
Translators
st C C C C C
Targeted
Employ-
ment
Areas/ C C c c C
Regional
Centers

The Department of State has available a recorded message with visa availability
information which can be heard at: (area code 202) 663-1541. This recording will be
updated in the middle of each month with information on cut-off dates for the following
month.
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Employment Third Preference Other Workers Category: Section 203(e) of the NACARA,
as amended by Section 1(e) of Pub. L. 105 - 139, provides that once the Employment
Third Preference Other Worker (EW) cut-off date has reached the priority date of the
latest EW petition approved prior to November 19, 1997, the 10,000 EW numbers
available for a fiscal year are to be reduced by up to 5,000 annually beginning in the
following fiscal year. This reduction is to be made for as long as necessary to offset
adjustments under the NACARA program. Since the EW cut-off date reached
November 19, 1997 during Fiscal Year 2001, the reduction in the EW annual limit to
5,000 began in Fiscal Year 2002.

B. DIVERSITY IMMIGRANT (DV) CATEGORY

Section 203(c) of the Immigration and Nationality Act provides a maximum of up to
55,000 immigrant visas each fiscal year to permit immigration opportunities for persons
from countries other than the principal sources of current immigration to the United
States. The Nicaraguan and Central American Relief Act (NACARA) passed by
Congress in November 1997 stipulates that beginning with DV-99, and for as long as
necessary, up to 5,000 of the 55,000 annually-allocated diversity visas will be made
available for use under the NACARA program. This reduction has resulted in the DV-
2007 annual limit being reduced to 50,000. DV visas are divided among six geographic
regions. No one country can receive more than seven percent of the available diversity

visas in any one year.

For June, immigrant numbers in the DV category are available to qualified DV-2007
applicants chargeable to all regions/eligible countries as follows. When an allocation
cut-off number is shown, visas are available only for applicants with DV regional lottery

rank numbers BELOW the specified allocation cut-off number:

All DV
Chargeability
Region Areas Except
Those Listed

Separately

Except:
Egypt:

AFRICA 27,000
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21,800
Ethiopia:
18,900
Nigeria:
114,600
ASIA 6,800
Except:
EUROPE 19,000 Ukraine
11,850
NORTH AMERICA 7
(BAHAMAS)
OCEANIA 1,100
SOUTH AMERICA, 1750
and the CARIBBEAN ’

Entitlement to immigrant status in the DV category lasts only through the end of the
fiscal (visa) year for which the applicant is selected in the lottery. The year of entitiement
for all applicants registered for the DV-2007 program ends as of September 30, 2007.
DV visas may not be issued to DV-2007 applicants after that date. Similarly, spouses
and children accompanying or following to join DV-2007 principals are only entitled to
derivative DV status until September 30, 2007. DV visa availability through the very end
of FY-2007 cannot be taken for granted. Numbers could be exhausted prior to
September 30.

C. ADVANCE NOTIFICATION OF THE DIVERSITY (DV) IMMIGRANT CATEGORY
RANK CUT-OFFS WHICH WILL APPLY IN JULY

For July, immigrant numbers in the DV category are available to qualified DV-2007
applicants chargeable to all regions/eligible countries as follows. When an allocation
cut-off number is shown, visas are available only for applicants with DV regional lottery

rank numbers BELOW the specified allocation cut-off number:

All DV
Chargeability
Region Areas Except
Those Listed

Separately
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Except:
Egypt:
22,600
AFRICA 35,500 {Ethiopia
22,900
Nigeria
‘ 16,150
ASIA 7,750
Except:
EUROPE 23,000 Ukraine
13,000
NORTH AMERICA 12
(BAHAMAS)
OCEANIA 1,800
SOUTH AMERICA, 2500
and the CARIBBEAN ™

D. EMPLOYMENT THIRD PREFERENCE “OTHER WORKER” CATEGORY FOR
JUNE

A few “Other Worker” numbers which had been allocated for April were returned unused
at the end of the month. As a result, a very small June allocation has been possible, for
applicants with priority dates before October 1, 2001. The category will become
“Unavailable” once again beginning in July and will remain so for the remainder of FY-
2007.

E. EMPLOYMENT-BASED VISA AVAILABILITY DURING THE COMING MONTHS

The current level of demand in many of the Employment-based categories has been
much lower than anticipated. As a result, the June cut-off dates have been advanced
significantly in an effort to maximize number use under the annual numerical limits. At
this time it appears likely that there will be additional advances during the coming

months.

All readers should be aware that such cut-off date movements should allow for action to

be finalized on a significant number of Citizenship and Immigration Services adjustment
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of status cases. Once that level of demand begins to exceed the supply of available
numbers it will be necessary to make “adjustments” to the cut-off dates. At this time is in

not possible to estimate when this is likely to occur, but it is expected.

The Department of State also has available a recorded message with visa cut-off dates
which can be heard at: (area code 202) 663-1541. The recording is normally updated by

the middle of each month with information on cut-off dates for the following month.
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Ms. LOFGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Oppenheim.

And thanks to all of the witnesses.

We will now begin questions, and I will begin with some ques-
tions that I don’t know, hopefully you can answer.

Dr. Wasem, looking at your Figure 7, trends in family-based im-
migration, you outline the growth in the immediate relative cat-
egory.

And I remember during the markup of the 1996 Act there was
a discussion, just a little trip down memory road, on what kind of
constraints would be put on the spouses of American citizens. And
one of the most conservative Members of the Committee all of the
sudden said, “Wait a minute. We are not going to do that. It has
not ever been the job of the Federal Government to tell American
citizens who they get to marry.”

And that is really the origin, I think, philosophically, of the im-
mediate relative category, that Americans are free to fall in love
and marry whoever they want. But it is a slightly different issue
with parents.

Are you able to separate out the parents from the spouses, minor
children, in that graph?

Ms. WASEM. I do not have that data with me. I don’t know if Mi-
chael might.

Ms. LOFGREN. Do you have it, Mr. Hoefer?

Mr. HOEFER. In my testimony there is a Table 1, which shows
the average annual numbers from 2004 to 2006, so it is recent
data. But out of an average of 478,000 immediate relatives that
come in each year of those 3 years, 93,000 were parents, 284,000
approximately——

Ms. LOFGREN. Of the immediate relatives?

Mr. HOEFER. Yes, were spouses, and 101,000 were children.

Ms. LOFGREN. Okay, that is very helpful. I overlooked that.

Let me ask you, Mr. Hoefer, you mentioned naturalization rates
are going up, and we had a discussion here several hearings ago
when one of the witnesses suggested that the rate of naturalization
was actually declining.

Mr. HOEFER. I think probably part of the confusion here is I am
talking about people who are legal immigrants.

Ms. LOFGREN. Who are able.

Mr. HOEFER. Who are able. So if you are looking at population
data, such as through the Census or the American Communities
Survey, it includes illegal aliens, it includes people who aren’t eligi-
ble.

Ms. LOFGREN. So your percentage is of the people who are legally
able to apply to become a citizen, that rate is increasing.

Mr. HOEFER. That is right.

Ms. LOFGREN. Okay. That is helpful. Thank you.

Dr. Wasem, your Figure 14, I am wondering if we have this data.
In the 1986 chart, it lists North and South America together as 23
percent, but in 2005 it shows, by the way, that immigration from
Mexico is dropping substantially, as a percentage

Ms. WASEM. As a percentage.

Ms. LOFGREN [continuing]. As a percentage, from 69 percent to
56 percent. But Latin America is now a separate category, and
inexplicably Canada is linked with Europe.
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Do we know if those are apples to apples instead of apples to or-
anges, how those trends go?

Ms. WaASEM. I don’t. These were estimates, because the 1986 data
was done by different researchers using the same basic methodo-
logical approach and data sources, but they did cut the regions of
the countries and the world differently.

Ms. LOFGREN. Does anybody else have that, or could it be easily
obtained? I don’t want to create a huge workload, but if there is
a figure that is readily available, I would appreciate it.

Ms. WASEM. If it was readily available, I probably would have
used it.

Ms. LOFGREN. I see.

Mr. HOEFER. You are referring to illegal as opposed to legal im-
migrants?

Ms. LOFGREN. Yes.

Mr. HOEFER. I have some data here that I can share with you
for 2000 versus 2005, but that is

Ms. LOFGREN. Perhaps after the hearing, that can be provided.

I am interested in the inadmissibility grounds on Figure 16. By
far, the greatest on the bar chart is immigration violations. And I
am interested—I am sure it is many things, but one of the ques-
tions that people have suggested is that the 3-and 10-year bars ac-
tually ended up being a substantial issue for immediate relatives.
And you hear that the waivers are backing up and the like.

Can you address that, Mr. Oppenheim? Do you know the answer?

Mr. OpPPENHEIM. Not specifically on that. I could get back to you
with the data.

Ms. LOFGREN. I would appreciate that.

Do you know, Dr. Wasem, on Figure 167

Ms. WASEM. I do not know. I am looking at my tables in the ap-
pendices, where I have some trend lines from 2000, 2002. And this
is something that has changed over time in terms of the difference
it makes, but I haven’t gone far enough back.

Ms. LOFGREN. Well, again, I don’t want to give a major research
project to any of you, but if you have that information readily avail-
able, I would be very interested in receiving it.

I just note, when we were at Ellis Island, before the hearing we
went through a tour of the museum, and I wish I had taken a pic-
ture of it, but there was a plaque, and it said, in the year 1902,
the population of the cities of New York, Chicago, St. Louis and
several others—I don’t remember all of them—75 percent of the
population of those cities were either immigrants or the children of
immigrants.

Is that true in any city in America today? Do you know?

Ms. WASEM. I wouldn’t be surprised. I don’t know.

Ms. LOFGREN. That is a surprise question. Perhaps the answer
can come later.

Ms. WASEM. Yes. It is worth looking up, though. We could look
that up.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. King, it is your turn for 5 minutes.

Mr. KiNG. Thank you, Madam Chair.

You have piqued my interest on a number of things here, the
witnesses as well as the questioning you had. And I probably have
a picture of that, if I could dig through my files.
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I would first turn to Mr. Hoefer, because I recall some numbers
that were brought before this panel some time, a couple of weeks
ago, with regard to the naturalization rate. And your testimony
stated that U.S. census naturalization rates included also illegal
population that were not eligible for naturalization.

And the numbers that we had before this panel a couple of weeks
ago were that in 1970 there was an 82 percent naturalization rate,
and that incrementally dropped from 82 percent down to the year—
each census year, 1970, 1980, 1990 and 2000. By the year 2000,
they had gone down to a 13 percent naturalization rate.

And so, as I hear your testimony on this, it would be an impor-
tant distinction if one included illegal immigrants. And yet when
I look at USCIS’s report and it states here clearly that for the year
2002—and remember, the year 2000 had 13 percent naturalization
ratcelz had gone from 82 percent to 13 percent over that 30-year pe-
riod.

But 2002, the numbers show this: LPR population, 2002, 11.4
million; population eligible to naturalize, 2002, 7.8 million; number
of persons naturalized in fiscal year 2002, 573,000, which rolls out
to be 7.3 percent.

So that would indicate that the eligible population numbers from
USCIS did not include those that were not eligible for naturaliza-
tion.

How would you respond to those numbers from USCIS?

Mr. HOEFER. Well, everything you said was true.

What we have done to get these naturalization rates is follow co-
horts through time. So we looked at people that became in 1970,
1980 and followed them through time and matched them with their
naturalization record.

When you look at a point in time, you are looking at, if you use
Census data, you are looking at people who are illegal. The CIS re-
port that you were mentioning, there are many people over time
that don’t naturalize, but eventually we find that about 60 percent
do. So some of those people, the 8 million, they are just newly eligi-
ble, so they haven’t naturalized yet. It takes them time.

What we find is about half of those who are going to naturalize
do1 so within the first 10 years, but there are people that natu-
ralize

Mr. KiNG. That is by their own report, though, if I also hear you
testimony on that.

Mr. HOEFER. Yes.

Mr. KING. And this USCIS report would be statistically those
that are eligible for naturalization. The user survey numbers
are——

Mr. HOEFER. No, they are not. What we have done is we have
matched the individual record of legal immigration to the indi-
vidual record of naturalization.

Mr. KiNG. Would you then disagree with a conclusion that one
can draw from USCIS’s report that it goes from 82 percent in 1970
down to 7 percent in the year 20027

Mr. HOEFER. I don’t think that the USCIS report says that.

Mr. KiNG. I have got it here, and I would be happy to introduce
it into the record. I ask unanimous consent to do so.

Mr. HOEFER. Okay.
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Mr. KING. But I would just say that I really wish we didn’t have
this kind of a trend to look at. And even if we are looking at, what-
ever is a number between yours and mine, it is a bad sign from
an assimilation prospect that we don’t see more enthusiasm for
naturalization. That is the conclusion that I would draw, and
maybe draw a truce there on that disagreement.

Mr. HOEFER. Respectfully, I believe the naturalization rate is in-
creasing, and what is happening is that people do emigrate and
leave the country. I think the census data shows people who immi-
grated in 1980 who are still here, and many of those people do nat-
uralize. So that is the reason you see that trend going down.

But it really, if you look at the cohorts, the naturalization rate
is

Mr. KiNG. We will have both numbers in the record, Mr. Hoefer,
and I appreciate your position on this.

And I turn to our economic analyst here, Mr. Bird, and I want
to put a little philosophy out there to you. And since you are an
analyst, not just a person who reports statistics but someone who
can analyze it, would you agree or disagree with this statement
that I am about to make, and that is that the sum total of the eco-
nomic strength of a Nation is directly proportional to the average
individual productivity of its people?

Mr. BIRD. Well, I think that is a reasonable statement to make.
Human capital is a very important part of the total productive as-
sets of a Nation. And certainly our prosperity, our ability to grow,
to produce the goods and services we produce, depends on our pro-
ductivity, and that depends on both our physical capital and our
human capital.

Right now, today, or in the latest data I have calculated is 2004,
we produce about $40, a little over $40 of output per hour of effort
in America, and that is almost the highest in the world, and that
is the product of our human and physical capital, combined effort.

Mr. KiNG. I have a follow-up question in writing. I have to yield
back to the Chair.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time has expired.

The gentleman from California, Mr. Lungren?

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much.

Dr. Bird, one of the things that has bedeviled me for a long time,
from the first time I was in Congress to this time in Congress, is
the significantly higher unemployment rates we have in the Afri-
can-American community than the rest of the community, and par-
ticularly with young, Black males.

When I was in my other job as attorney general of California, the
figure was often brought up to me that we have a disproportionate
percentage of young, Black males that are incarcerated. And as we
would examine that problem, one of the suggestions was a lack of
economic opportunity.

I would like to ask a question about whether you have given us
some figures about the overall African-American unemployment
rate. Do you have the unemployment rate for males, 20 to 35, in
the various categories that you have that is White, African-Amer-
ican, Asian and Hispanic?

Mr. BIRD. I do not have those numbers with me today, but they
are available, and I could provide those.
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Mr. LUNGREN. Would it be correct to say that African-American
unemployment for males from 20 to 35 is significantly higher than
that for Whites and for Asians?

Mr. BIRD. I would presume that may be the case, yes.

Mr. LUNGREN. Do you have any figures that break down accord-
hng to industry? I would be very interested in the construction in-

ustry.

Mr. BIrD. Congressman, there is data that can be compiled, and
some of this is already tabulated routinely by the Bureau of Labor
and Statistics, that reports from the current population survey the
percentage of people who are unemployed with respect to their pre-
viously reported industry. That could be compiled.

Mr. LUNGREN. Let me tell you where I am trying to go, and
maybe you can give me some help on where I would get the proper
information.

Back in the early 1970’s, I worked in construction while I was
going to law school, and it was in southern California. And it was
unusual on the construction job site, at least from my observation
in southern California, for people who were speaking other than
English and were Hispanic, and in some cases, just because of con-
versations I had with them, were in this country without the ben-
efit of papers.

We had Hispanics working in the workforce, but they were sec-
ond and third generation in construction, and it appeared to me,
and maybe I am wrong, that African-Americans were a higher per-
centage in the workforce in construction then than they are now.

And again, this anecdotal. Now it appears to me we have a far
greater percentage of Spanish-speaking individuals in the construc-
tion trades than we had then, a significant increase in that. Obvi-
ously I don’t go around and ask people, you know, are you here le-
gally or not here legally, but it has been suggested to me that a
significant percentage are here illegally.

And as I look at an immigration fix, I am one of those who be-
lieves we have to have a temporary worker program. I think we
have proven that we need that in the area of agriculture. But I am
one of those who believes that perhaps you could show a loss of job
or job opportunity for the African-American community, particu-
larly young males in construction, as a result of the presence of il-
legal aliens in the United States.

I don’t have data to try and be able to assess that. Could you
give me some help as to what data might be available so at least
I could have something to look at to see whether the trends are in
the direction I think they are or whether my assumptions or con-
clusions have no merit?

Mr. BirD. Well, of course at this time I don’t have any data with
me to answer whether your presumption is correct or not. However,
at least some of what you are asking for I believe can be addressed
by looking at our current population survey and perhaps some
other data survey sources with our colleagues at Bureau of Labor
and Statistics. And I would be happy to work with your staff subse-
quently to develop that and get that to you.

Mr. LUNGREN. I would appreciate that. That would help us, be-
cause we are in a very controversial, to say the least, controversial
subject here. And one of the elements of it is a temporary worker
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program, and one of those elements is what kind of a temporary
worker program.

And as you analyze it, you hear those that say illegal immigra-
tion has no impact whatsoever on job opportunities for native-born
Americans or Americans who are here on a legal basis and other
who say it has everything to do with it.

And I have a sense of what I believe is true based on my own
observations and anecdotal information, but I don’t have any raw
data or examined data.

Mr. BIRD. The data that I am thinking about will not address the
documented versus undocumented. But it may be possible to de-
velop some data that addresses the construction industry in par-
ticular in terms of race, ethnicity, foreign-born status——

Mr. LUNGREN. What about native-born versus——

Mr. BIRD. Native-born versus foreign-born status, perhaps, but
not going back as far because that distinction has not been col-
lected in the data except since 1997, I believe, so we have a shorter
time frame there on that, and the ethnicity has not been collected
for that every year.

Mr. LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Madam Chair, and I hope
that we can work with you.

Ms. LOFGREN. The gentleman’s time is expired. And, really, all
time is expired.

I would like to thank these witnesses.

I will note that, without objection, Members will have 5 legisla-
tive days to submit additional written questions to each of you, and
the Committee will forward those questions. We ask that you an-
swer as promptly as you can.

I will just note, Mr. Hoefer, that you didn’t have a copy of the
document that the Ranking Member—I am not faulting the Rank-
ing Member, but I would like to send that to you and ask you to
just give us your answer in writing.

Mr. HOEFER. Certainly.

Ms. LOFGREN. And we will share it with all the Members.

I would note that we have had a series of hearings since Feb-
ruary, 15 hearings, and this hearing today has helped us with the
statistics and some of the numbers. I think that at this point, al-
though I went into this proces thinking that I knew something, and
I did, I certainly have learned some things as well.

And the testimony of a great number of enormously intelligent
and scholarly people are posted on our Web site. Anybody who
wants to get an education on this subject is invited to check it out.

At this point, we are hoping that we are able to move forward.
I hope that we are able to move forward with comprehensive immi-
gration reform. Your testimony today has been a part of that, and
we thank you very much.

This hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:19 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]






APPENDIX

MATERIAL SUBMITTED FOR THE HEARING RECORD

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SHEILA JACKSON LEE, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND MEMBER, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMI-
GRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW

Today we continue these series of hearings dealing with comprehensive immigra-
tion reform. This subcommittee previously dealt with the shortfalls of the 1986 and
1996 immigration reforms, the difficulties employers face with employment
verification and ways to improve the employment verification system. On Tuesday
May 1, 2007 we explored the point system that the United Kingdom, Canada, Aus-
tralia, and New Zealand utilize, and on May 3, 2007 the focus of the discussion was
on the U.S. economy, U.S. workers and immigration reform. Last week we took a
look at another controversial aspect of the immigration debate, family based immi-
gration. Today we continue the vital task of eliminating the myths and seeking the
truth. Last Wednesday’s hearing dealt with probably the most crucial aspect under-
lying the immigration debate, an immigrant’s ability to integrate, and assimilate
into American society. Last Thursday we tackled another pressing topic, the prac-
tical issue of the impact of immigration on States and Localities. On Friday May
18, 2007 we discussed the issue of the “Future of Undocumented Immigrant Stu-
dents,” and on May 24, 2007 we examined the “Labor Movement Perspective” on
comprehensive immigration reform. Today we will examine the perspectives of the
business community.

Much of the rhetoric that those in the anti-immigrant camp have repeated in their
efforts to deter comprehensive immigration reform is based in pure ignorance. Web-
ster’s dictionary defines ignorance as, “1. without knowledge or education. 2. Dis-
playing lack of knowledge or education. 3. Unaware or uninformed: Oblivious.”
When I hear the rhetoric of those individuals in the anti-immigrant camp this very
definition comes to mind, because either these individuals are actually without
knowledge, willfully display a lack of knowledge, are simply uninformed, or just ob-
livious to the facts.

Individuals in the anti-immigrant camp consistently promote misconceptions
about the undocumented population that serve this debate no justice. For example
many argue that illegal immigrants are a burden on our social services, they are
criminals, they are “taking” American jobs, they hate America, and they are harm-
ing our economy, and depressing the wages of American workers.

Over the last month and a half we have debunked all of these myths. Fact of the
matter is that most illegal immigrants do not utilize social service programs out of
fear of being detected; they have an incarceration rate that does not compare to
those of Native born individuals; the concept that they are taking jobs conflicts with
all the data that suggest that there is a labor shortage in the agriculture, construc-
tion, and service industries; individuals who come here to live the American dream
cherish the opportunity and their children are as American as apple pie; and we
have heard testimony before this subcommittee that illustrates the fact that immi-
gration benefits our economy, and the impact of immigration on wages is small if
any.

Along those same lines the biggest dispute regarding immigration statistics is the
actual number of undocumented workers who are present here in the United States,
the estimates range from 12 million to 20 million. We will hear testimony from Dr.
Ruth Ellen Wasem from the Congressional Research Service who will help us dis-
cover the truth. For example, according to the Census Bureau there were 36 million
foreign born people who resided in the United States in 2005. A further look at this
population reveals that 34.7% of these individuals were naturalized, 32.7% were
Legal Permanent Residents, 2% were temporary, and 30.7% were unauthorized.
These statistics seem to verify the fact that there are about 12 million undocu-
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mented workers here in the United States as opposed to 20 million. I look forward
to the testimony of our witnesses, Madam Chair I yield back my time.
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LETTER TO THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN, CHAIRWOMAN, SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMI-
GRATION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW,
FROM A MAJORITY OF THE MINORITY MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON IMMIGRA-
TION, CITIZENSHIP, REFUGEES, BORDER SECURITY, AND INTERNATIONAL LAW RE-
QUESTING A MINORITY DAY OF HEARING

JOHN CONYERS, JR, Michigan LAMAR . SMITH, Toxas
CHAIRMAN RANKING MINORITY MEMBER

U.S. Bouse of Repregentatives
Committee on the Judiciary

TEashington, BE 20515-6216
©ne THundred Tenth Congress
June 6, 2007
Honorable Zoe Lofgren
Chairwoman

Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship,
Refugees, Border Security, & International Law

102 Cannon House Office Building

‘Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairwoman Lofgren,

Pursuant to House Rule XI clause {2)(j)(1), we hereby request that the minority
Members of the Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border Security
& International Law be granted a minority day of hearing on matters relating to
government perspectives on immigration statistics. ’

Although the testimony of the government panel you have assembled will likely
be valuable, it is essential that the Committee examine other perspectives. We feel that a
minority day is our only option to ensure that we create a balanced record.

Pursuant to the House Rules, you will find the signatures of a majority of the
minority Members of this Subcommittee below.

N 9 Mﬁ
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE THE HONORABLE DANA ROHRABACHER,
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

I appreciate the opportunity to testify. As reliable statistics on illegal immigrants
are notoriously hard to come by and verify such an open discussion as this is nec-
essary.

Contrary to the image many are trying to promote, illegal immigration has had
a devastating financial impact on Social Security.

More than half of illegal immigrants in our country work for cash under the table.
So these illegal immigrants do not pay into the Social Security system. And since
they are paid cash, the employers do not pay their contribution into the Social Secu-
rity system either.

Another negative effect is that jobs which could be filled by American citizens and
legal immigrants are taken away. Without a pool of available illegal immigrants em-
ployers would be forced to hire legal applicants and cover them under Social Secu-
rity. So Americans are losing jobs to illegal aliens who aren’t paying their fair share
into the Social Security system.

Corresponding to this, a flow of illegal labor into our country brings down wages
in general. Employers who might have paid $10 or $12 dollars an hour now pay
lower wages, which then results in lower contributions to the Social Security sys-
tem.

There are those, of course, who think the solution is to legalize all the illegals
in the United States, and this will solve the Social Security crisis. In fact, legalizing
the status of those here illegally will make the Social Security challenge facing
America dramatically worse.

Any plan that would specifically give Social Security to those who have been
working in this country is an invitation for fraud on a massive scale. What would
stop anyone from claiming they worked under a false Social Security number? Hun-
dreds of thousands of people pay into Social Security under a 000-00—0000 number,
how can you prove who used that fraudulent number and who did not?

We already have a huge problem with identity theft and fraudulent identification.
Allowing those who have worked illegally in the United States to participate in So-
cial Security exponentially increases the incentive for fraud.

Another overlooked consequence is the survivors’ benefits and disability aspects
of the Social Security system. What would stop anyone from claiming “My spouse
worked here under this false number, I am his widow, these are his children, please
start sending the survivors benefits we are now entitled to.”

Remember, billions of people around the world have NO retirement whatsoever.
Why assume that only younger immigrants will come into the United States? Why
wouldn’t someone in their 50’s think “I could work for ten years in the United
States, and the Social Security payment would let me live well back home.”

Furthermore, many people who will be legalized under several different proposals
are poor and low skilled. In fact over half of illegal immigrants do not even have
a high school education. The inconvenient fact is Social Security pays out more in
benefits, proportionally, to lower wage workers than higher wage workers. The pro-
jections I have seen from Social Security assumes immigrants have the same gen-
eral earning potential as native born Americans, and they do not. These illegal im-
migrants will receive far more from the system than they paid into it, creating a
huge threat to the viability of the Social Security system in the long run.

The last and most significant point is this: In 1986, after being told it would only
legalize about 1 million people, 3 million illegal immigrants ended up being granted
amnesty. It is now 20 years later, and the current illegal immigrant estimates range
from 12 to 20 million people. The 20 million figure comes, not from a government
source, but from a private study conducted of the monies sent back through remit-
tances to in Central American countries.

Is there any doubt legalizing the status of those here illegally will result in a flood
of new illegal immigrants into our country. Permitting these legalized immigrants
into the Social Security system will turbo-charge the flood of illegals into our coun-
try.

If we legalize 12 to 20 million people now, there will be 45 to 60 million illegal
aliens here in 2027. No fence, no wall, no minefield, no system will keep illegal
aliens out of the country if we give them the reasonable hope that generous govern-
ment benefits, including retirement, can be theirs if they can just get across the
U.S. border and wait us out. Under such a strain our Social Security system cannot
survive and will collapse. Being irrationally benevolent to illegals is a crime against
our own people.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOSEPH CROWLEY,
A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Thank you for inviting me here today. As you point out, I have a particular inter-
est in the issue of immigration as the son of an immigrant as well as the grandson
of immigrants. And as duly noted by Chairwoman Lofgren, Majority Whip Clyburn
has appointed me as Chief Deputy Whip to work on this particular issue. Therefore,
I am very happy to join you today and speak on this issue.

I strongly believe in comprehensive immigration reform and seem to have a more
optimistic view of the contributions of immigrants to the United States economi-
cally. This must be about

looking forward, not backwards—looking at where we are going to be in years to
come, and not where we are today.

Today, I am not here to criticize the Senate bill in any way, as they are working
through it as we speak. It is, however, my hope that the Senate passes a bill so
that the House can take it up, pass its bill, and move to conference in order to get
real, comprehensive immigration reform passed.

As I testify before you today, I would like to highlight the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) Cost Estimate report which shows that comprehensive immigration re-
form is essential to the growth of our economy.

It is imperative that we pass a Comprehensive Immigration Reform bill this year
in order to secure out borders, sustain a strong economic future in the United
States, and ensure that our country remain a haven for those who seek freedom,
opportunity, and a better life for themselves and for their families.

Immigration does not necessarily have to be a drain on the economy, as many
would have you believe. Immigrants are not a drain on tax payers and the economy.
In fact, they improve many aspects of our economy: adding to job creation, increas-
ing our national revenue through greater receipts of Social Security payroll taxes,
which are classified as off-budget.

Look at the jobs they fill, the money they spend, and they jobs they create. They
are essential to our nation’s future prosperity. As Leon Sequiera, Assistant Sec-
retary for Policy for the U.S. Department of Labor stated, “Everyone who comes to
America as an 1mmigrant gets a job, but that doesn’t mean they necessarily displace
someone else in the marketplace. They may take a job that, in turn, leads to the
creation of a job or two or three jobs.” We have an expanding marketplace and an
economy that continues to grow.

The growth of the foreign-born workforce has no produced significant adverse ef-
fects on native-born workers. Unemployment rates for all groups have gone down
and wages have increased. As Mr. Sequiera pointed out, there are 4.1 million job
openings in the United States, with new job vacancies opening faster than they are
being filled.

At the Summit on Retirement Savings hosted by the United States Department
of Labor, Alan Greenspan, the former Federal Reserve Board Chairman stated, “The
larger our workforce is in the year 2010 and beyond, the easier producing goods and
services for both retirees and active workers will be. Immigration policy will there-
fore be a key component of baby-boom retirement policy.”

For example, people are not joining the workforce at the same rate as they were
in the 1950s, the Baby-boom era. Economically, passing comprehensive immigration
reform is essential because it will allow more individuals to join the workforce,
thereby adding to our economy and the benefits we all enjoy.

This year, it was widely reported that undocumented immigrants in New York
and throughout the nation filed taxes returns in record numbers to start a paper
trail with the prospect of Congress overhauling our immigration system. This only
proves that comprehensive immigration reform holds the promise of getting more
individuals, even those without official documentation, to voluntarily pay into the
system rather than remain invisible outside of it.

Undocumented immigrant workers already pay an estimated $7 billion into the
Social Security system. There can be no better incentive than a common-sense im-
migration policy to encourage more individuals to pay taxes in the hope of getting
a foothold in the climb towards naturalization. Granted, I agree that some of the
undocumented workers today are paid off the books. Some use false Social Security
numbers or false taxpayer I.D. numbers to pay into a system that they will not nec-
essarily get a benefit from in the future. It has yet to be determined how we com-
pensate the undocumented individuals in the United States who have already con-
tributed toward the Social Security system.

Additionally, immigration will be the primary source of new skilled workers for
the manufacturing sector—filling 10 million new jobs by the year 2010. An inad-
equate labor force would accelerate the transfer of American productive capacity and
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well-paid manufacturing jobs overseas. Regardless of what Lou Dobbs says, he does
not speak in facts, but peddles fear.

Look at my district, for instance. Look at my city. It is full of foreign corporations
who hire Americans and assimilating immigrants alike. All of these corporations
have been beneficial to our economy. As Alan Greenspan stated, “Failure to attract
enough labor through immigration will result in lower gross domestic production
growth by at least 3 percent in 10 years and at least 17 percent in 30 years. Immi-
grants were crucial to the job and labor force growth in the 1990s. Furthermore,
the “New Economy” of the last decade was overwhelmingly dependent on male im-
migrant workers.”

So in the end, Madam Chair, I applaud the work that you are doing in attempting
to develop a comprehensive immigration reform bill—one that takes into account
the integrity of our borders and the need to end illegal immigration as we know it
today. And doing so with a practical approach that will improve the economy of the
United States, the lives of the millions who are undocumented here today, who want
nothing more than a better way of life for themselves, their families, and for all
Americans.
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“SENATE AMENDMENT 1150 TO S. 1348, THE COMPREHENSIVE IMMIGRATION REFORM
AcT OF 2007, AS AMENDED BY THE SENATE THROUGH MAY 24, 2007,” A CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST ESTIMATE, PUBLISHED JUNE 4, 2007, SUBMITTED BY
THE HONORABLE ZOE LOFGREN

COST ESTIMATE

‘ \ CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

June 4, 2007

Senate Amendment 1150 to S. 1348,
the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2007

As amended by the Senate through May 24, 2007

SUMMARY

Senate Amendment (S.A.) 1150 to S. 1348, the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of
2007, as amended by the Senate between May 22 and May 24, would revise laws governing
immigration, authorize initiatives to improve enforcement of those laws, and expand the
number of legal immigrants allowed into the United States. Implementing those changes
would increase both direct (or mandatory) spending and discretionary spending (spending
subject to annual appropriation action). S.A. 1150 also would affect federal revenues,
directly through enactment of'the legislation's provisions and indirectly by increasing the size
of the labor force.

CBO and the Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) estimate that the legislation would exert
a relatively small net effect on the federal budget balance over the next two decades, since
additional expenditures would be mostly offset by additional revenue. In addition, CBO
estimates that enacting this legislation would increase the population in the United States by
about 1.8 million residents by 2017. By 2027, the net change in the population would be
negligible.

Estimated Costs, 2008-2017
CBO and JCT estimate that enacting this legislation would:

« Increase federal direct spending by $10 billion over the 2008-2012 period and by
$23 billion over the 2008-2017 period. Most of those outlays would be for refundable
income tax credits and Medicaid.

« Increase federal revenues by $15 billion over the 2008-2012 period and by $48 billion

over the 2008-2017 period. That increase would stem largely from greater receipts
of Social Security payroll taxes, which are classified as off-budget.
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« Lead to an increase in discretionary spending (that is, spending subject to annual
appropriation action) of $20 billion over the 2008-2012 period and $43 billion over
the 2008-2017 period, assuming appropriation of the amounts authorized or otherwise
needed to implement the legislation.

The pay-as-you-go rule in the Senate is tied to changes in on-budget direct spending and
revenues. CBO and JCT estimate that the direct spending and revenue effects from the
legislation would increase the on-budget deficit by an estimated $14 billion over the 2008-
2012 period and by an estimated $30 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Many policy discussions focus not on the on-budget balance but rather on the unified budget,
which includes both on-budget and off-budget effects. CBO and JCT estimate that changes
in direct spending and revenues from the legislation (that is, excluding additional
discretionary spending associated with the legislation) would reduce unified deficits (or add
to surpluses) by about $5 billion over the first five years and by $26 billion over the 10-year
period. Additional discretionary spending, however, is key to the implementation of the
legislation. Including the estimated discretionary outlays, S.A. 1150 would increase deficits
or reduce surpluses by a total of about $15 billion over the next five years and by about
$18 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Budget Impact Beyond the First 10 Years

The net cost of the legislation would grow after 2017, as more of the affected immigrants
became eligible for benefits and the per capita cost of benefits rose, but the net impact on the
unified budget (including changes in both expenditures and revenues) would remain
relatively small in the context of the overall budget. Tn particular, CBO estimates that direct
spending outlays attributable to the legislation would rise from $4 billion in 2017 to between
$8 billion and $10 billion in 2027. Discretionary costs would grow to $5 billion or $6 billion
ayear. On the other hand, the amount of additional revenues would grow as well; most such
revenues are from the off-budget Social Security payroll taxes. By 2027, CBO estimates,
implementing the legislation (including the necessary appropriations) would increase the
unified budget deficit (or reduce any surplus) by several billion dollars a year.

Pursuant to section 203 of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2008, CBO and JCT estimate that changes in direct spending and revenues from
enacting S.A. 1150 (as amended to date) would cause an increase in the on-budget deficit
greater than $5 billion in at least one of the 10-year periods between 2018 and 2057.
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Intergovernmental and Private-Sector Mandates

S.A. 1150 (as amended to date) would impose several intergovernmental mandates as defined
in the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act (UMRA). It would preempt certain state and local
authority, require state, local, and tribal governments to verify the work eligibility of their
employees, and impose new requirements on those governments if they seek to hire certain
foreign workers.

CBO estimates that the cost, if any, to comply with the preemptions would be small. The
cost to verify work eligibility of employees and to comply with new requirements for hiring
certain foreign workers would depend on regulations to be developed by the Department of
Homeland Security (DHS) and the Department of Labor {DOL). Until those regulations are
promulgated, CBO cannot determine how much the mandates would cost or whether they
would exceed the annual threshold established in UMRA ($66 million in 2007, adjusted
annually for inflation).

S.A.1150 would impose several private-sector mandates, as defined in UMRA, on certain
employers and individuals. ! The amendment would require employers of workers holding
H-1B visas to pay a new supplemental fee. It also would require employers to verify the
employment eligibility of new hires and existing employees. In addition, S.A.1150 would
require employees and individuals seeking employment to provide additional documentation
in order to verify their eligibility to work in the United States. Based on the supplemental
fee that employers would have to pay for H1-B visas and the number of employees whose
eligibility employers would have to verify, CBO expects that the aggregate direct costs of
the mandates in the amendment would exceed the annual threshold for private-sector
mandates ($131 million in 2007, adjusted annually for inflation) in each of the first five years
the mandates are in effect.

1. Soction 4 of UMRA cxcludes from application of that act any legislative provisions that enforee the constitutional rights of

individuals. CBO has determined that the exclusion applics to the provisions ol (his legislation that would change the
immigration procedures for certain unauthorized immigrant children because they address the due process rights of those
children,
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ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The estimated budgetary impact of S.A. 1150, as amended through May 24, is summarized
in Table L.

The costs of this legislation fall within budget functions 500 (education, training,
employment, and social services), 550 (health), 570 (Medicare), 600 (income security), 650
(Social Security), 750 (administration of justice), and 800 (general government). The
revenue effects are mostly attributable to off-budget Social Security payroll taxes.

BASIS OF ESTIMATE

For this estimate, CBO assumes that the legislation will be enacted near the end of fiscal year
2007 and that the necessary amounts will be appropriated for each fiscal year. Given the
nature and extent of the enforcement and verification requirements of the legislation, CBO
also assumes that the Secretary of Homeland Security would certify that those requirements
are met about three years after enactment—near the end of fiscal year 2010. That
certification would trigger the implementation of the guest worker program and the awarding
of visas to the currently unauthorized population.
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED BUDGET EFFECTS OF S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

By Fiscal Year, in Billions ol Dollars

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

2008- 2008-
2017 2012 2017

CHANGES IN DIRECT SPENDING

Estimated Outlays

On-budget -0.1 08 33 37 20 14 18 21

Oft-budget o _x * *_* 01 02 02

Total 0.1 08 33 37 20 15 19 3
CIIANGES IN REVENUES

Estimated Revenues

On-budget 13 42 -12 -54 32 24 -17 -08
Off-budget 04 16 47 61 69 1S I8 80
Total 08 S8 36 07 37 51 61 72

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION

Estimated Authorization Level 65 32 36 41 52 53 41 42
Estimated Outlays 23 39 48 41 47 51 51 47

0.4
71
7.5

44
44

-8.8

483

449
434

Notes:  Componenls may not sum o lotals because ol rounding.
The changes in direct spending would affect budget authority by similar amounts.

* = less than $50 million.

Effects on the U.S. Population

S.A. 1150 contains provisions that would permit additional immigrants to enter the United
States; allow certain unauthorized immigrants (sometimes referred to as undocumented or
illegal aliens) now living in the United States to obtain legal immigration status, and make
it more difficult for people to work in the United States without legal status. CBO estimates
that enacting this legislation would increase the population in the United States by about
1.8 million residents by 2017 (see Table 2). By 2027, the net change in the population would

be negligible.
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TABLE 2.
(In Millions)

PROJECTED CUMULATIVE NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED BY S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

2008 2012 2017 2022 2027
TOTAL INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED
Total individuals affected
Guest-worker program 0.1 0.8 1.7 23 2.9
Family-sponsored admissions 0.1 1.2 22 13 0.5
Merit-based admissions 0.1 0.6 0.9 20 3.0
* -0.2 -0.4 -0.7 -0.9
H-IB visas * 04 0.8 1.1 14
Legalization of nnauthorized
immigrants 0.9 9 3.9 3.1 2.6
Legalization of agricultural workers 0.2 1.9 1.7 1.5 14
Enforcement provisions * 0.5 -1.5 2.5 3.6
Total 13 9.1 9.2 8.2 73
INDIVIDUALS AFFECTED WHO WOULD BE U.S. RESIDENTS UNDER CURRENT LAW
Individuals who are or will be in the
United States under current law and
would change their immigration status
Guest-worker program * * 03 0.3 0.7 09
Tamily-sponsored admissions " * 0.4 0.7 0.3 0.1
Merit-based admissions ® (A 0.5 0.7 1.6 24
Diversity visas * * *
I1-1B visas 0 0 0 0 0
Legalization of unauthorized
immigrants © 09 3.9 31 2.6
Legalization of agricultural workers © 02 1.9 17 1.5 14
Subtotal 1.1 79 74 7.2 73
NET CIIANGE IN U.S. POPULATION
Net change in the number ol individuals
in the United States under S.A. [150 as
amended
Guest-worker program 0.1 0.5 1.1 1.6 2.0
Family-sponsored admissions 0.1 0.8 1.6 1.0 0.4
Merit-based admissions * 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.6
Diversity visas * -0.2 -0.4 -0.7 -0.9
H-IB visas * 0.4 0.8 1.1 1.4
Legalization of unauthorized
immigrants 0 0 0 0 0
Legalization of agricultural workers 0 0 0 0 0
Enforcement provisions * 0.5 =15 2.5 3.6
Subtotal 0.1 1.2 1.8 1.0 *
(Continued)
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TABLE2. CONTINUED

NOTES: The ligures in this table arc fiscal year averages and include dependents.
The figures for individuals newly entering the United States include children born to new entrants after their arrival.
Componenls may nol sum (o tolals because of rounding.

* =an increase or decrease of fewer than 30,000.

a.  CBOanticipates that most of these individuals would enter the United States illegally under current law. Underthe legislation, they would enter
instead as guest workers or their dependents.

b, Under curront law, (hese individuals arc in the Uniled Stales already or would enter the country in (he future using some (ype of nonimmigrant
visa. The amendment would allow them to become legal permanent residents sooner than they othersise would.

¢.  Information [rom the Pew Ilispanic Cenler indicates that as many as 12 million unauthorized immigrants were in (he Uniled Siates in March
2006. CBO anticipates that one million of them would not be affected by the legislation because they will eventually become legal permanent
residents under current law. We also anlicipate that about 2.0 million ol the unauthorized immi {workers and dependents) would allain
legal status under the legislation through the program for agricultural workers. Of the i horized i CBO estimates that
about 60 pereent would gain legal status under the legislation. The number of individuals with legal status would decline in later years duc to
death, emigration, and the loss of legal status for individuals wha do not complefe the process of becoming legal permanent residents

The largest factor contributing to the population increase in the first 10 years would be
changes in family-sponsored admissions, which would add an estimated 1.6 million legal
immigrants (or children of those immigrants) to the population by 2017. That increase would
occur because the amendment would raise the cap on family-sponsored visas from 226,000
(not including parents of citizens) to 567,000 for several years. Because those limits would
dropto 127,000in 2017, the population increase relative to current law would start to decline
after that.

CBO estimates that another 1.1 million people would be added by 2017 as a result of the
guest-worker program—about half of them authorized workers and dependents, the
remainder the result of unauthorized overstays. That figure would grow to 2.0 million by
2027.

In contrast, the enforcement and verification requirements of the legislation would act to
reduce the size of the U.S. population. CBO estimates that implementing those requirements
would reduce the net annual flow of illegal immigrants by one-quarter, reducing the
projected population by 1.5 million people in 2017 and by 3.6 million people in 2027
(including the effects on citizen children). Other aspects of the legislation are likely to
increase the number of illegal immigrants—in particular, through people overstaying their
visas from the guest-worker and H-1B programs. CBO expects that the enforcement
measures and the higher number of overstayers would, on net, diminish the number of
unauthorized immigrants by about 500,000 in 2017 and about 1.3 million in 2027.
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Direct Spending

CBO anticipates that changes in the number and status of immigrants resulting from
S.A. 1150, as amended, would increase mandatory spending for a variety of federal benefit
programs. Over the next 10 years, the additional spending would be primarily for refundable
tax credits and Medicaid, but outlays for other programs, such as Social Security, Medicare,
and Food Stamps, also would rise. Several other federal programs, such as Supplemental
Security Income (SSI), unemployment insurance, and student loans, would experience
spending increases of lesser magnitude. Those increases would be partially offset by
collections from various fees that are recorded as offsets to outlays. The impact on other
mandatory programs during that period would be much smaller because those programs have
fixed funding, place more restrictions on the eligibility of noncitizens, or would not
experience a significant increase in spending until after 2017.

Overall, CBO and JCT estimate that enacting the legislation would reduce direct spending
by $0.1 billion in 2008, but increase that spending by $22.7 billion over the 2008-2017
period. The amendment’s estimated effects on direct spending are shown in Table 3.

Noncitizens' Eligibility for Federal Benefit Programs. Since the enactment of the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA), the
eligibility of noncitizens for public benefit programs such as Food Stamps and Medicaid has
been limited to a subset of “qualified aliens.” Qualified aliens primarily include legal
permanent residents (LPRs, who have been issued so-called “green cards”™), refugees, and
individuals who have been granted asylum. Most other categories of legal aliens—as well
as all illegal immigrants—are not considered qualified aliens.

Medicaid. Medicaid coverage for noncitizens who are not qualified aliens—including
unauthorized immigrants—is limited to emergency services only. Medicaid coverage is also
limited to emergency services for the first five years after an individual becomes a qualified
alien. After that, states have the option of providing full Medicaid benefits, and most do so.
(According to the National Immigration Law Center, 44 states currently provide full
Medicaid coverage to qualified aliens. The states that do not provide full coverage account
for 15 to 20 percent of the nation’s immigrant population.) In all of these situations,
noncitizens must also meet Medicaid’s other eligibility requirements (including income and
asset tests) to qualify for coverage.
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TABLE 3. ESTIMATED EFFECTS OF S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED ON DIRECT SPENDING,

BY PROGRAM

OQutlays by Tiscal Year, in Billions of Dollars

2008- 2008-
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2012 2017

Relundable Tax Credils ® 0 01 20 33 14 15 14 14 14 12 68 137
Medicaid * * 00 01 01 02 03 04 08 11 03 3.1
Food Stamps * * * 00 01 01 02 05 08 01 1.8
Social Security (off-budget) * * * * * 01 02 02 03 04 * 1.2
Medicare 0 0 * * * 01 01 02 03 04 01 10
Net Spending of Visa Fees 0.1 07 12 03 03 -04 -03 -02 -04 02 23 12
Other® 2 _*_* o0l 01 01 01 02 02 07
Total Changes 0.1 08 33 37 20 15 19 23 30 42 98 227

On-budget 0.1 08 33 37 20 14 18 21 27 39 97 215

Off-budget * * * * * 01 02 02 03 04 01 12
Notes:  * — costs of less than S50 million.

Components may not sum to totals because of rounding.

a.  Relundable tax credits include the outlay portion ol the earned income and child 1ax credits.
b. Includes student loans, SSI, child nutrition, and unemployment insurance.

In general, the provisions of S.A. 1150 would increase Medicaid spending in three ways:

.

Emergency services. The additional immigrants who would enter the United States
under the legislation and meet the income and asset tests would become eligible, at
a minimum, for emergency services.

Nonemergency services for those already in the United States. Some individuals who
are already in the United States—and thus eligible for emergency services—would
become LPRs. After five years as LPRs, most of those individuals would become
newly eligible for nonemergency services. Thus, for such people who meet the
income and other criteria for Medicaid coverage, the increase in the program's costs
would be the difference between the costs of full Medicaid benefits and those for
emergency services.

Full benefits for new entrants. Many of the additional immigrants who would enter
the United States under the legislation and complete at least five years as LPRs would
be potentially eligible for full Medicaid benefits. The additional children that would
be born in the United States as a result of higher immigration would be U.S. citizens
and also would be potentially eligible for full benefits.
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Food Stamps. For the Food Stamp program, the eligibility of noncitizens is more
straightforward. Qualified aliens who are children under the age of 1§ are eligible for
benefits immediately; most adults are eligible after being qualified aliens for five years.
(Certain other groups, such as refugees and asylees, are eligible for benefits without a waiting
period.) In addition, noncitizens must also meet the program's income and asset
requirements. Noncitizens who are not qualified aliens cannot receive any Food Stamp
benefits.

In general, enacting S.A. 1150 would increase Food Stamp spending in several ways:

*  Higher immigration limits. The additional immigrants who receive family- or merit-
based LPRs would become eligible for benefits after five years.

*  LPRs under age 18. Additional immigrant children under 18 who become LPRs
would be eligible without any waiting period.

o Children born as citizens. Children born in the United States to the new immigrants
would be eligible just as other citizen-children are.

*  Other adults. Current unauthorized and other new immigrants eventually could
become eligible for Food Stamp benefits after 2017, but they would experience a
much longer period of ineligibility than the LPRs admitted through the higher family-
sponsored and merit-based visa limits.

Social Security and Medicare. Title II of the Social Security Act establishes a program of
Old-Age, Survivors, and Disability Insurance (OASDI) for people who have worked in the
United States and who meet the program’s age or disability criteria, and for their eligible
dependents and survivors. Workers must meet a “quarters of coverage” criterion that
essentially requires them to have worked in U.S. jobs for one-fourth (40 quarters) of their
adult life. For younger people with severe impairments, fewer quarters are required. [n
2007, a worker gets credit for four quarters of coverage, the maximum number, by earning
at least $4,000. That threshold is indexed to the average wage.

The Social Security program does not impose a citizenship requirement. The Social Security
Act, however, bars the payment of benefits to people who are not “lawfully present” in the
United States. Thus, under current law, unauthorized workers often pay Social Security taxes
but cannot qualify for retirement, disability, or survivor benefits. Ifthey obtain legal status,
they can receive such benefits.

The rules for calculating benefits do not make exceptions for immigrants who enter the
United States in mid-career. Foreign-born residents are slightly less likely than their native-

11
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born counterparts of similar age to receive Social Security benefits because it is slightly
harder for immigrants to gain insured status under the program. Likewise, those benefits are
computed based on earnings averaged over the worker’s adult lifetime. For an immigrant,
that typically means a streak of zero earnings in early adulthood (before arriving in the
United States), which tends to diminish the size of the resulting Social Security benefit.

In general, S.A. 1150 would increase the number of future Social Security beneficiaries by
admitting more workers into the United States and legalizing the status of many unauthorized
workers who are already here. Various sources—data from the Census Bureau's Current
Population Survey (CPS), work by the Pew Hispanic Center, and studies of people who
obtained legal status under the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of
1986—indicate that those workers tend to be younger and healthier than the rest of the U.S.
workforce. As a result, CBO expects that relatively few of the people directly affected by
the legislation would qualify for Social Security retirement, disability, or survivor benefits
in the 2008-2017 period, although those numbers would grow substantially in subsequent
years.

Medicare eligibility is closely tied to Social Security. A disabled worker may qualify for
Medicare benefits after two years on the Social Security rolls; a retired worker, spouse, or
widow{er) who collects Social Security may enroll in Medicare atage 65. Thus, by boosting
the number of people getting Social Security benefits, S.A. 1150 would also increase the
number of Medicare enrollees with a lag.

Supplemental Security Income. Title XVI of the Social Security Act establishes a program
of Supplemental Security Income benefits for the elderly and disabled poor. In 2007, SSI
pays a basic monthly benefit of $623 to eligible people with no other income and few assets.
That benefit is reduced if the beneficiary has other income. SSI benefits are reserved for the
elderly (people age 65 or older) and the severely disabled, using the same medical criteria
as in Title II's Disability Insurance (DI) program.

PRWORA curtailed immigrants’ eligibility for SSI benefits. Except for refugees, immigrants
entering the United States after 1996 must naturalize or obtain 40 quarters (10 years) of work
credit and spend five years as legal permanent residents to become eligible for SSI. Thus,
for immigrants, obtaining SSI is more difficult than qualifying for Social Security Disability
Insurance (DI shortens the 40-quarters requirement when disability occurs before age 62,
while SSI does not, and DI also imposes no LPR requirement). Unauthorized immigrants
cannot get SSI under any circumstances.

The provisions of S.A. 1150 that would permit additional immigrants to enter the United
States would produce few new SSI enrollees by 2017; hardly any could obtain 40 quarters
of work credit by then. Most of the legislation’s effect on the SSI program in the 2008-2017

12
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period would result from U.S.-born children of immigrants, who would be citizens and would
qualify if severely disabled. Those U.S.-born children of immigrants would receive benefits
comparable to other child beneficiaries.

Student Loans. For a noncitizen to be eligible for federal student aid, including federal
student loans, to attend an institution of higher learning, he or she must be a permanent
resident, a conditional permanent resident, a refugee, an asylum grantee, a parolee, or a
Cuban-Haitian entrant. S.A. 1150 would increase the number of LPRs and conditional
permanent residents who could potentially attend postsecondary institutions of education and
be eligible for student loans.

Participation Rates and Average Benefits. Many federal benefit programs would be
affected by multiple provisions in the legislation. In general, CBO assumes the new
participants within each federal program would be similar to the foreign-born individuals
who currently participate in those programs.

Medicaid. CBO estimates that individuals who would become newly eligible for either
emergency services or full benefits account for almost all of the additional Medicaid
spending under the legislation. Individuals canusually receive Medicaid only if they fall into
one of several broad eligibility categories, which include minor children and their parents,
pregnant women, the disabled, and the aged. Using eligibility information from the Medicaid
Statistical Information System (MSIS) on noncitizens who receive emergency services, CBO
anticipates that the vast majority of noncitizens that would participate in Medicaid under the
legislation would be children, pregnant women, or parents of minor children.

According to the MSIS, Medicaid provided emergency services to more than 1.3 million
noncitizens in 2003. CBO grouped those recipients by age and sex and compared them to
estimates of the number of unauthorized immigrants in the United States. Based on that
analysis, we estimate that, under S.A. 1150, about 15 percent of children and adult women
and 5 percent of adult men who would become eligible for emergency services would qualify
for and participate in Medicaid.

Based on information from the Current Population Survey on the health insurance coverage
ofnoncitizens now living in the United States, CBO anticipates that participation rates would
be higher for individuals who became eligible for full Medicaid benefits. We expect that
about 33 percent of children, 25 percent of adult women, and S percent of adult men who
became eligible for full benefits would qualify for and participate in Medicaid. (We use a
higher participation rate of 50 percent for the additional children less than a year old that
would be born in this country under the legislation.)
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Based on data from the MSIS, CBO estimates that the federal share of Medicaid spending
for emergency services in 2008 would average about $500 for a child, $1,000 for an adult
male, and $2,200 for an adult female. (The figure for adult females is relatively high due to
the cost of labor and delivery services.) From previous research on costs for pregnant
women and our baseline projections of spending for children and non-disabled adults, CBO
estimates the federal share of full Medicaid benefits in 2008 would average about $1,400 for
a child, $1,900 for an adult male, and $3,800 for an adult female. All of those figures are
calculated on a full-year equivalent basis and would increase by 6 to 7 percent annually in
later years. The figures have also been adjusted to account for the fact that immigrants are
more likely to live in states with federal match rates that are lower than the national average
of 57 percent.

Food Stamps. To estimate the share of qualified aliens who would be eligible for food
stamps, CBO analyzed data from the CPS on the participation of noncitizens in the Food
Stamp program. The base was adjusted to exclude those LPRs who have not been qualified
aliens for at least five years, using information from an analysis by the Department of
Homeland Security's Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) about the characteristics of the
current LPR population. CBO estimates that 15 percent of noncitizens who have been
qualified aliens for at least five years, as well as their citizen-children, would participate in
the Food Stamp program. CBO estimates that the average annual benefit per person who
would newly participate in the programunder this legislation would be about $1,200 in 2008,
rising to $1,450 in 2017.

Social Security and Medicare. CBO expects that immigrants admitted or legalized under the
provisions of S.A. 1150 would exhibit a greater likelihood of collecting Social Security the
longer they are in the country. With each passing year, they would grow older and thus face
greater likelihood of disability or retirement; they would also be more likely to have earned
the quarters of coverage that are required for benefits. CBO projects, for example, that
almost no immigrants would qualify for OASDI after a year in the United States, 1 percent
would quality by their 10th year, and 4 percent by their 20th year.

In general, CBO estimates that a new immigrant who receives Social Security as the result
of S.A. 1150 would get a benefit of roughly $500 a month, in 2008 dollars—much lower than
for a native-born citizen or long-established immigrant. OASDI benefits for spouses and
children would typically boost that figure by one-third.

Because of the close links between the two programs, the number of added Medicare
enrollees under the amendment would essentially equal the number of additional Social
Security beneficiaries with a two-to-three-year lag. (That lag reflects the waiting period
between disability or early-retirement benefits and Medicare eligibility.) CBO projects that
annual Medicare spending per enrollee, net of premiums, would average about $8,300 in
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2008 dollars for Parts A and B of Medicare and $1,400 for those who participate in Part D
(the prescription drug benefit).

Supplemental Security Income. The rules of SSI—specifically, the requirement that an alien
applicant must have earned 40 quarters of coverage and have spent five years as a legal
permanent resident—preclude any significant increase in adult beneficiaries over the 2008-
2017 period. CBO expects that a tiny fraction of the citizen-children born to immigrants
admitted under S.A. 1150 would qualify for SSI as the result of birth defects or other severe
disabilities.

The few additional children who would qualify for SST as a result of the amendment would
get roughly $600 a month, much like other disabled children on the SSI rolls. The few adult
SSlI recipients would get an average benefit of about $240 a month (in 2008 dollars), a figure
that reflects the nearly dollar-for-dollar offset against OASDI benefits.

Studlent Loans. CBO estimated participation in the higher education aid programs based on
the assumed age and skill (and implicitly education) distribution for new immigrants. New
immigrants and their children are assumed to be somewhat less likely than the current U.S.
population to enroll in postsecondary education and to use federal loans to help fund their
education, but those who do enroll are somewhat more likely to enroll in two-year programs
than the overall population.

Unemployment Compensation. A number of factors determine whether an individual is
eligible for unemployment compensation (UC). For example, workers must be unemployed
through no fault of their own and have sufficient work history (according to their state’s law)
in employment covered by the Federal Unemployment Tax Act in order to qualify for
minimum benefits. In addition, an individual who files for benefits must be actively seeking
work. Asa result, only a fraction of unemployed individuals collect UC. The ratio of insured
unemployment—those unemployed individuals who collect benefits—to total unemployment
has averaged between 40 and 46 percent.

Illegal immigrants currently make up about 5 percent of the labor force. Because of their
status, and because they may be working in non-covered employment, those individuals are
unlikely to claim UC should they lose their jobs. Certain provisions of the legislation would
allow those individuals to gain legal status, which potentially could lead to LPR status. CBO
estimates that, over the 2008-2017 period, nearly 2.5 million workers would obtain such
status. Once a person’s status is no longer dependent on remaining employed, that individual
may be more likely to claim UC should he or she become unemployed in the future. CBO
estimates that such individuals would be less likely than the general population to file for
UC, and that they would qualify for lower benefits overall. Overthe 2008-2017 period, CBO
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estimates that UC claims would increase by a total of about 100,000, and that those
individuals would receive benefits averaging just over $260 a week.

Guest-Worker Program. Title IV would create a new type of visa—the Y or "guest-
worker" visa—that would allow individuals to enter the United States on a temporary basis
to work. The program has two components, one for year-round work and one for seasonal
work. CBO estimates that the provisions regarding guest workers would increase direct
spending on benefit programs by $0.9 billion over the 2008-2017 period; those costs,
however, would be offset by visa fees (net of spending) over the same period.

Y-1Visas for Guest Workers. To receive a Y-1 visa, an individual would be required to have
a job offer before entering the country and to pay a $500 fee. No more than 200,000 such
visas could be issued each year. The Y-1 visa would be effective for an initial period of two
years, and then guest workers would be required to return to leave the country for a year. Y-1
visas could be renewed twice for a total of six years of work authorization. (Visa holders
would have to leave the United States again for a year after the first extension and would
have to leave the country after the second extension). Unlike other temporary nonimmigrant
visas, such as H-1Bs, extensions would count against the annual limit.

A guest worker would be able to bring his or her spouse and children into the United States
undera Y-3 nonimmigrant visa if he or she has health insurance coverage for them and meets
certain income requirements. Y-3 visas would be limited to two years and could not be
renewed. Workers who bring dependents would only be eligible for one extension.

The new visa program would take effect when the Secretary of DHS certifies that certain
conditions have been met. Only people who are outside the United States could apply for
those visas. CBO assumes that DHS’s certification would occur near the end of fiscal year
2010.

CBO anticipates that participation in the Y-1 visa program would be substantial—by
employers seeking workers who can enter the country legally, and by workers overseas
seeking higher-paying work inthe United States. Given the expected interest in the program,
CBO expects that all the 200,000 visas for guest workers would be used. We also anticipate
that many guest workers would have entered the United States under current law, either
legally or illegally, so that the net change in immigration from this program is much smaller
than the number of Y-1 visas awarded. CBO also estimates that a substantial portion of guest
workers would extend their visas for additional terms. Finally, we anticipate that many of
those would remain in the United States illegally after their visas expire.
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Y-2B Visas for Seasonal Guest Workers. S.A. 1150 as amended would replace and expand
the existing H-2B program for temporary workers in seasonal employment. To receive a
Y-2B visa, an individual would be required to have a job offer before entering the country
and to pay a $500 fee. The initial number of Y-2B visas would be no more than 100,000.
The number of available visas each year could increase, up to 200,000, based on the number
of Y-2B visas issued in the previous year.

The Y-2B visa would be effective for 10 months, after which the guest worker would be
required to return home for at least two months. Those visas could be renewed an unlimited
number of times. Unlike the Y-1 visa program, those extensions would not count against the
annual limit. Guest workers also would be able to bring their spouses and children into the
United States with them. [mplementing this program would not depend on the Secretary of
DHS’s certification, but would begin shortly after enactment of the legislation.

CBO anticipates that participation in the Y-2B visa program would be substantial. Giventhe
expected interest in the program, CBO expects that the number of available visas would grow
to 200,000 by the end of the 2008-2017 period and all of the available visas would be used.
We also anticipate that many seasonal guest workers would have entered the United States
under current law, either legally or illegally, so again the net impact on immigration is much
smaller than the number of new Y-2B visas awarded. CBO anticipates that many seasonal
guest workers would extend their visas for additional terms. We also expect that many of
those would ultimately remain in the United States illegally after their visas expire.

Additional Medicaid Costs. The guest-worker program would lead to higher Medicaid
spending on emergency services for new entrants, as well as regular benefits for the
additional children that would be born in the United States to those new entrants. However,
the costs would be limited because the program requires that these workers have health
insurance coverage for any dependents they bring into the country. Over the 2008-2017
period, CBO estimates the guest worker program would increase Medicaid spending by about
$650 million.

Additional Food Stamp Costs. Because they would hold temporary visas, guest workers and
most of their dependents would not be considered qualified aliens for the Food Stamp
program and would not be eligible for benefits. However, any children of guest workers born
in the United States would be citizens and immediately eligible for benefits, provided that
they meet the income and asset requirements of the program. CBO estimates that the guest-
worker provision would increase Food Stamp spending by about §160 million over the 2008-
2017 period.

Visa Fees. Applicants for Y visas, as well as their spouses and children and the companies
that employ them, would pay fees ranging from $250 to $1,250. Based on the number of
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applications expected each year, CBO estimates that enacting this provision would increase
offsetting receipts by about $4.8 billion over the 2008-2017 period. That income would be
available for spending by DHS to cover processing costs and by the Department of Health
and Human Services (HHS) for grants to states to provide services to noncitizens. We
estimate that spending of those fees over the 2008-2017 period would total $3.9 billion.

Family-Sponsored, Merit-Based, and Diversity Visas: Current Law. Title V would allow
more immigrants into the United States by temporarily raising the cap on the number of legal
permanent residents admitted annually in the family-sponsored category. The legislation also
would change the employment-based program to a merit-based one (in which a point system
is used to determine who receives visas). It would raise the employer-based cap for five
years, set it at the current level for several years after that, and finally raise the cap
significantly after certain conditions are met.

Current immigration law establishes several categories of foreign nationals who may become
legal permanent residents. The largest group of new immigrants to the United States each
year who are eligible to become LPRs (that is, to receive green cards) are the immediate
relatives—spouse, parent, or unmarried child under the age of 21—of U.S. citizens. There
is no numerical limit on the number of aliens who can enter under this category each year.
According to the Office of Immigration Statistics, green cards were granted to over 580,000
immediate relatives of citizens in 2006.

Other aliens may enter the United States under the family-sponsored, employment-based, or
diversity visa categories.” Each of these categories has a cap on the number of green cards
that can be issued annually, as well as per-country limits. There are separate provisions in
immigration law for refugees, asylees, and certain other groups to enter the United States
legally. In general, legal permanent residents may apply for citizenship after they have lived
in the country for five years and meet certain other requirements.

Once foreign nationals become eligible for a green card, they may complete the process in
two ways. Some may file their application from their home country and complete the
interview process at a U.S. consulate abroad. Noncitizens who are already physically present
in the United States may apply for an adjustment of status, provided they meet certain
requirements and complete the application process within the United States.

In addition to immediate relatives of U.S. citizens, foreign nationals with close family ties
to U.S. citizens or legal permanent residents may be eligible for LPR status as family-

2. ‘The lImmigration Act ol 1990 established anew diversity -based admissions program Lo permitmore immigration from countrics
with historically low levels of immigration to the United States. Since 1999, the annual limit on these visas has been 50,000;
5,000 have boen set aside cach year for certain Central American immigrants.
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sponsored immigrants. The formula in current law for calculating the annual cap on these
visas specifies a maximum of 480,000 and a minimum of 226,000. The cap has been set at
the minimum for nine of the last ten years. About 222,000 foreign nationals became LPRs
as family-sponsored immigrants in 2006. Four categories of people are eligible for these
visas: unmarried children of U.S. citizens over the age of 21 and their dependents; spouses,
children under the age of 21, or unmarried children over the age of 21 of legal permanent
residents; married children of U.S. citizens and their spouses and children; and siblings of
citizens and their spouses and dependents. Current law allocates the annual number of
family-sponsored visas available in each of these categories. According to data from the
OIS, about 70 percent of family-sponsored immigrants file their applications from their home
country.

Approximately 159,000 workers and their dependents received green cards as employment-
based immigrants in 2006. These individuals include highly skilled workers, investors, and
certain religious workers. They also include a limited number of unskilled workers needed
to fill positions for which domestic workers are not available. In most cases, a U.S. employer
must file a petition on behalf of the prospective immigrant. The law limits the number of
employment-based visas to 140,000 a year plus any unused family-sponsored visas fromthe
prior year. In 2006, the cap was set at 143,771. Legislation also made some additional slots
available last year by recapturing unused visas from prior years. According to OIS, about
80 percent of people who get an employment-based visa are already in the United States on
some other type of visa.

Changes to Family-Sponsored Admissions. Section 501(a) would increase the cap on
family-sponsored visas to 567,000 annually plus any unused merit-based visas from the
current year. This higher limit would remain in place until the Z-visa holders (those who
would be eligible for the legalization program) would become eligible for LPR status. Z-visa
holders could begin receiving LPR status only after the backlog of family-sponsored visa
applications filed before May 1, 2005, had been processed. After this backlog had been
processed, the family-sponsored limit would drop to 127,000 annually. CBO expects that
will occur in 2017.

Section 503 would modify the immediate family and the family-based categories. Parents
of citizens would no longer be considered immediate family members. They would become
the new first preference under the family-sponsored category, replacing unmarried sons and
daughters of citizens. A maximum of 40,000 parents of citizens could receive LPR status
each year. The second preference would no longer include unmarried sons and daughters of
LPRs. The third preference would be changed from married children of citizens to
individuals included in the pre-May 1, 2005, backlog; the fourth preference would be
eliminated.
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CBO projects that an additional 260,000 family-sponsored visas would be awarded each year
from 2008 to 2016, but that in 2017, 154,000 fewer visas would be awarded than under
current law. By 2017, we estimate that there would be an additional two million LPRs due
to this provision.

Medicaid. The increase in family-sponsored immigrants under the legislation would increase
Medicaid spending in three ways. Those individuals who are already in the United States
and simply adjust their status would become eligible for nonemergency services in most
states five years after they become LPRs. The additional immigrants who would newly enter
the country would be eligible for emergency services and most would become eligible for
full benefits five years later. Finally, the additional children that would be born in the United
States as a result of the increase in immigration would be immediately eligible for full
benefits as citizens. CBO estimates that the changes in family-sponsored immigration would
increase federal Medicaid spending by a total of $4.3 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Food Stamps. Over the 2008-2012 period, only LPRs under the age of 18 and the citizen-
children born to new immigrants would be eligible for the Food Stamp program. During the
following five years, more new immigrant adults would become qualified aliens and eligible
to participate in the Food Stamp program. By 2017, we estimate that the increase in family-
sponsored holders of green cards would account for most, or 210,000 people, of the increase
in Food Stamp participation under S.A. 1150. CBO estimates that spending on those benefits
would increase by about $1.1 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that the increase in family-sponsored
immigration would boost outlays for Social Security benefits by $80 million over the 2008-
2017 period, and add 3,600 retired and disabled workers to the rolls in 2017. Medicare
would spend an extra $60 million over the 2008-2017 period and would enroll an added
1,800 people by 2017. SSI benefit payments would increase by about $60 million over the
10-year period, with 2,500 additional beneficiaries—both adults and children—in 2017.

Visa Fees. Applicants for family-sponsored visas would pay DHS fees totaling about $350.
Based on the number of applications expected for these visas, CBO estimates this provision
would increase offsetting receipts by about $780 million over the 2008-2017 period. In
addition, the State Department imposes a $45 surcharge for immigrant visas. DHS and the
State Department would spend these collections, mostly in the same year they are collected,
to cover the costs of processing the applications, so the net budgetary effect of such
surcharges would be small (less than $10 million over 10 years).
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Merit-Based Admissions. For the next five years, section 501(b) would set the number of
green cards available to merit-based immigrants at approximately 250,000, the level available
to employment-based immigrants in fiscal year 2005. From year six until Z-visa holders
become eligible for LPR status, it would set the cap at 140,000 annually. The level would
rise to 380,000 for each year thereafter. Added to the cap would be any unused family-
sponsored visas from the current year. Dependents would continue to count against the cap.

The new merit-based program would use a point system to determine which applicants
receive visas. Applicants would be rated based on various criteria, including employment
history, education, ability to speak English, knowledge of civics, and extended family
considerations. Visas would be awarded to those applicants with the highest scores until the
available visas were exhausted. The new program would, however, maintain the existing
fourth and fifth preference categories. At least 5 percent of merit-based visas would still be
awarded under those categories.

Under the new formula, CBO estimates that the new cap would be approximately 260,000
in fiscal year 2008. Relative to current law, CBO estimates that, on average, an additional
56,000 workers annually would receive visas over the 2008-2012 period. CBO expects that
the number of visas issued annually would drop from 2013 through 2016 because the cap
would be lowered to 140,000. CBO projects the cap would rise to 380,000 in 2017. Over
the 2013-2017 period, CBO estimates that, on average, an additional 30,000 workers per year
would receive a green card.

Currently, about half of all employment-based visas are issued to spouses and dependents of
workers. In addition to the visas for workers, CBO estimates that, on average, an additional
65,000 spouses and dependents would receive visas per year over the 2008-2017 period.
(The number would be lower in years six through nine, as would the number of workers.)

Medicaid. The higher limits on merit-based immigration would affect Medicaid spending
on emergency services, nonemergency services, and full benefits in the same ways as the
increase in family-sponsored immigration. However, the increase in the number of merit-
based immigrants would have a smaller impact on Medicaid spending because all of those
immigrants would be employed (which makes them less likely to qualify for Medicaid) and
a larger share of them are already in the United States (and thus already eligible for
emergency services). CBO estimates that the increase in the number of employment-based
immigrants would raise federal Medicaid spending by a total of about $80 million over the
2008-2017 period.

Food Stamps. As with the family-sponsored immigrants, only citizen-children and LPRs
under the age of 18 would be eligible for food stamps in the 2008-2012 period. After five
years, adult LPRs would meet the requirement for a five-year waiting period and become
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eligible for the program, provided that they meet the program's income and asset tests.
Because many of the immigrants in this category would be employed as highly skilled
professionals, we expect that only a small number would be potential food stamp recipients.
The additional merit-based immigrants would increase Food Stamp participation by about
7,000 people. CBO estimates that Food Stamp spending for these recipients would be
$35 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that admitting more merit-based
immigrants would boost outlays for Social Security benefits by $40 million over the 2008-
2017 period, and add 1,700 retired and disabled workers to the rolls by 2017. Medicare
would spend an extra $30 million over the 2008-2017 period and would enroll an additional
900 people by 2017. SSI would pay less than $10 million in additional benefits over the
10-year period, with 500 added beneficiaries—both adults and children—by 2017.

Student Loans. The increase in the number of permanent residents and conditional
permanent residents would enable more people to be eligible for federal student aid. As a
result, the number of people attending institutions of higher learning would increase by a few
thousand in 2008 and by over 220,000 by 2017. Some of those students would apply for and
receive federal student loans. CBO projects that annual loan volume would increase by about
$85 million by 2017, and anticipates that most of the additional volume would be attributable
to the new admissions under the higher family- and merit-based visa limits. The estimated
federal subsidy cost would be about $80 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Visa Fees. Applicants for merit-based visas would pay fees totaling about $500. Based on
the number of applicants expected for these visas, CBO estimates that this provision would
increase offsetting receipts by about $500 million over the 2008-2017 period. 1n addition,
the State Department levies a $45 surcharge for immigrant visas. DHS and the State
Department would spend these collections, mostly in the same year they are received, to
cover the costs of processing the applications, so the net budgetary effect of these fees over
the 2008-2017 period would be small—a net reduction in outlays of about $15 million.

Diversity Admissions. Section 505 would eliminate the diversity visa program. CBO
projects that eliminating this program would reduce the number of visa holders by
approximately 46,000 per year. By 2017, CBO projects that there would be almost 400,000
tewer diversity visa immigrants than under current law. Those reductions would diminish
spending for Medicaid (by $940 million), food stamps (by $190 million), and other programs
(by $40 million), CBO estimates.
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Legalization of Unauthorized Immigrants. The legislation would allow persons currently
in the United States without legal authorization to apply for a new type of visa (a Z visa) that
would allow them to stay in the country legally. (Those individuals who have worked in
agriculture for a certain number of years would be provided a separate path to legalization,
which is discussed in the following section.)

Unauthorized immigrants could apply for Z visas during a one-year period beginning six
months after the enactment of the legislation and would receive temporary authorization to
work. Workers would have to have been in the United States continuously since January 1,
2007, and pay a $1,000 penalty and a $500 state impact fee, plus the cost of processing the
application. Spouses and children under the age of 18 who meet certain requirements and
pay the required fees could also be issued Z visas. (People who apply and receive temporary
authorization could not be deported during this time). The actual issuance of the Z visas
could not begin until after the enforcement triggers are met.

Z visas would expire after four years, but could be renewed with the payment of additional
fees. Holders of Z visas could apply to become LPRs after having a Z visa for eight years.
Any individuals who become LPRs under this provision would not count against any
numerical limits on visas, but the amendment would give preference for agricultural workers
to receive their LPR status before other formerly unauthorized migrants.

Number and Characteristics of Unauthorized Immigrants. Based on research from the Pew
Hispanic Center, CBO assumed that about 12 million unauthorized immigrants were in the
United States in 2006. We estimate that about one million of those individuals would not be
affected by the legislation because they will become LPRs under current law before 2017,
which CBO expects is the earliest that unauthorized immigrants could become LPRs under
the legislation. CBO also excluded two million unauthorized immigrants from this portion
of the analysis to account for individuals that we anticipate would seek LPR status through
the agricultural worker program discussed below. (Some individuals would be eligible for
both programs, but the agricultural worker program would offer a faster and less-expensive
path to permanent residency.)

Medicaid. The amendment would not affect Medicaid spending for unauthorized immigrants
over the 2008-2017 period because those individuals would not become LPRs until after
2017 and would then have to wait another five years before becoming eligible for
nonemergency services.

Food Stamps. Because these individuals would not become LPRs until after 2017, none of
them would be made newly eligible for Food Stamp benefits during the 2008-2017 period.
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Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that legalizing the status of unauthorized
immigrants would boost outlays for Social Security benefits by $860 million over the 2008-
2017 period and add 27,000 disabled and retired workers to the rolls by 2017. Medicare
would spend an extra $720 million over the 2008-2017 period and enroll an added 18,000
people by 2017. SSI outlays would increase by less than $10 million over the 10-year period,
with 8,000 additional beneficiaries in 2017.

Section 607 would prevent individuals receiving a Social Security number after 2007 from
receiving credit for Social Security taxes paid in previous years. Under current law,
unauthorized workers who subsequently obtain LPR status can seek to gain Social Security
credit for their unauthorized work. This legislation would prohibit such adjustments. Thus,
unauthorized workers who later obtain legal status would receive lower Social Security
benefits and take longer to earn eligibility for Social Security than they would under current
law. CBO estimates that this provision would reduce Social Security outlays by $110 million
and Medicare outlays by $80 million over the 2008-2017 period for unauthorized workers
who would have taken other paths to legal status.

Visa Fees. Applicants for visas would have to pay fees (offsetting receipts) and penalties
(revenues) ranging from $500 to $1,000. Based on the number of applications expected each
year, CBO estimates that enacting this provision would increase offsetting receipts by about
$8 billion over the 2008-2017 period and revenues by about $4 billion over the 2008-2009
period. DHS, HHS, and the Department of Labor would spend these collections to cover
processing costs, make grants to states, and improve enforcement of immigration laws. We
estimate that the net budgetary effect over the 2008-2017 period would be small. In addition,
the State Department charges a $100 fee for nonimmigrant visas and spends those proceeds.

Legalization of Unauthorized Agricultural Workers. Title VI would create a new
pathway to legal permanent resident status for agricultural workers and their families. The
program would grant legal status (in the form of Z-A visas) to aliens who worked in
agriculture for at least 863 hours or 150 work-days, whichever is less, between January 1,
2005, and December 31, 2006. The legislation would cap the number of Z-A visas for
workers at 1.5 million. Starting six months after enactment of the legislation, workers would
have up to 18 months to apply for a Z-A visa and to pay a fine of $100. With this new visa,
workers would be authorized to live and work in the United States and travel abroad in the
same way as green-card holders.

The legislation would specifically prohibit holders of Z-A visas from receiving benefits from

most federal means-tested programs for five years. (Those programs already ban most
qualified aliens from receiving benefits for five years.)
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CBO expects that holders of those visas could apply for LPR status beginning in the tenth
year after enactment of the legislation. To quality for LPR status, a worker would be
required to pay $400 and have been employed in agriculture for either an additional five
years of at least 100 work-days or 575 hours per year, or three years of at least 150 work-
days or 863 hours per year. The provision provides some exceptions to these requirements
due to illness or severe weather. A worker who chooses not to apply for LPR status would
be required to obtain a general Z visa and pay the applicable penalties.

The spouses and minor children of Z-A workers would also be eligible to adjust to LPR
status once the worker meets the requirements. Prior to that, the spouses and children would
be issued Z-A visas based on the workers’ visas. They would not be subject to removal from
the United States and would be allowed to travel outside the country and apply for work
authorization.

CBO estimated the number of people who would be eligible for a Z-A visas using data and
analysis regarding unauthorized farm workers fromthe DOL's National Agricultural Workers
Survey (NAWS) and other data from the Departments of Agriculture and Labor. Based on
this information, we estimate that there were about 2.7 million farm workers with at least one
day of agricultural employment in 2004. About two-thirds of those workers were crop
workers and one-third were livestock workers. According to the NAWS, about half of the
crop workers were unauthorized immigrants, and we estimate that about the same share of
the livestock workers were unauthorized. Using information on hours and days worked
annually from the NAWS, CBO estimates that 1.5 million unauthorized agricultural workers
worked a sufficient number of hours in either 2005 or 2006 to meet the requirements for a
Z-A visa. Of these, we project that about 85 percent would apply for such a visa.

Medicaid. Individuals with Z-A visas would be treated like LPRs when determining
eligibility for federal benefit programs and thus become eligible for nonemergency services
in most states after five years. As a result, federal Medicaid costs would rise by about
$690 million during the 2008-2017 period.

Food Stamps. CBO estimates that the Z-A visa program would increase Food Stamp
participation by about 300,000 by the end of the 10-year period, resulting in additional
spending by about $700 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Social Security, Medicare, and SSI. CBO estimates that the Z-A visa program would boost
outlays for Social Security benefits by $350 million over the 2008-2017 period and add
11,500 disabled and retired workers to the rolls in 2017. Medicare would spend an extra
$290 million over the 2008-2017 period and enroll an added 7,000 people in 2017. SSI
outlays would increase by less than $10 million over the 10-year period, with 3,000
additional beneficiaries in 2017.
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Visa Fees. Applicants for Z-A visas would have to pay fees and fines ranging from $100 to
about $1,000. Based on the number of applicants expected each year, CBO estimates that
enacting this provision would increase offsetting receipts by about $800 million over the
2008-2017 period. DHS would spend these collections to cover processing costs, so the net
budgetary impact over the 2008-2017 period would be small. In addition, CBO estimates
that revenues from fines would increase by $170 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Conditional Status for Unauthorized Students. Title VI would make certain unauthorized
immigrants eligible for conditional LPR status. Unauthorized immigrants would qualify if
they are high school graduates or high school students that have been admitted to an
institution of higher education, have lived in the United States for at least five years prior to
the amendment’s enactment, were less than 16 years of age when they entered the country,
and meet certain other requirements. After six years, individuals could petition to have the
conditional status removed if they had received a degree from an institution of higher
education, completed at least two years toward a bachelor’s degree or higher, or served for
at least two years in the United States military. Those changes would boost spending for
Medicaid and Food Stamps by a total of nearly $100 million over the 2008-2017 period.

H-1B Nonimmigrants and Others with Advanced Degrees. S.A. 1150 would increase the
number of visas available each year for H-1B nonimmigrants (persons with a bachelor's
degree or higher). CBO estimates that the annual increases in the number of such individuals
would exceed 100,000. These individuals or their employers would have to pay fees ranging
from $320 to $3,500. As a result, CBO estimates that enacting S.A. 1150 would increase
offsetting receipts by about $7.0 billion over the 2008-2017 period. Collections would be
spent by the Departments of Homeland Security, Labor, and State, and the National Science
Foundation for administrative, law enforcement, and educational activities. Spending would
lag collections for several years; the net effect on outlays would be a reduction of $2.2 billion
over the 2008-2017 period.

Effects of Enforcement and Verification on Net Flow of Unauthorized Migrants. The
potential impact of the border security, employment verification, and other enforcement
measures on the flow of unauthorized migrants is uncertain but could be large. While efforts
to restrain the influx of unauthorized workers and their families have historically been
relatively ineffective, this legislation would authorize significant additional resources as well
as a comprehensive employment verification system to deter the hiring of unauthorized
workers. Moreover, the implementation of the new guest worker program and the provision
of visas to the currently unauthorized population could occur only if the Secretary of DHS
certifies that the enforcement measures are in place.

CBO estimates that those measures would reduce the net annual flow of unauthorized
immigrants by one-quarter. A reduction of that order of magnitude would reduce the
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unauthorized population in the United States by about 1.3 million in 2017. The citizen
population would also be slightly smaller—by about 150,000—because of fewer births. (As
shown in Table 2, the enforcement effects would lead to a population reduction of an
estimated 1.5 million in 2017—the combination of the two effects itemized above—relative
to current law.)

Reducing the net in flows of unauthorized immigrants would reduce Medicaid spending on
emergency services for those immigrants and on other Medicaid benefits for their citizen
children. CBO estimates that the resulting savings would total $1.8 billion over the 2008-
2017 period. In addition, spending on Food Stamps and child nutrition programs would fall
by $160 million over the same period.

English-Language Requirement. Section 705 would drop the English-language
requirement for immigrants aged 75 or older to naturalize. That provision would enable
some older LPRs with inadequate work history to naturalize and gain eligibility for SSI and
Medicaid. CBO estimates that SSI benefits would increase by $150 million over the 2008-
2017 period and an extra 2,200 beneficiaries would be on the rolls in 2017. Medicaid outlays
would increase by $30 million over the 10-year period, with 400 individuals receiving
additional Medicaid benefits.

Refundable Tax Credits. Overthe 2008-2017 period, JCT estimates that S.A. 1150 would
increase outlays for refundable tax credits by about $13.7 billion, the largest direct spending
effect of the legislation. The earned income and child tax credits are refundable tax credits
available to individuals. Those two credits reduce a taxpayer's overall income tax liability;
if the credits exceed that liability, the excess may be refunded, with the amount of the refund
depending on the taxpayer's income. Those refunds are classified as outlays in the federal
budget.

Enacting S.A. 1150 would increase the amount of refundable tax credits mainly by increasing
the number of resident aliens for income tax purposes. Under tax law, resident aliens are
citizens of a foreign country who are either lawtul, permanent residents of the United States
or have been physically present in this country for at least a certain specified amount of time
during the past three years. They are taxed in the same manner as U.S. citizens, and thus
could qualify for refundable tax credits.

To qualify for the earned income credit, the taxpayer must generally satisfy several criteria:
be a U.S. citizen or resident alien; have a valid Social Security number for both oneself and
any qualifying children; have earned income from employment or self-employment that falls
below certain amounts; and file a tax return. To be the qualifying child of the taxpayer,
additional criteria must be satisfied; the child must generally be under the age of 19, or under
the age of 24 if a full-time student, or any age if permanently and totally disabled. The
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amount of the earned income credit depends on a taxpayer's earnings and number of
qualifying children, and whether or not the taxpayer is married. The maximum creditamount
is about $4,700 in 2007 for taxpayers with two or more children and with earnings up to
about $17,400 if married and $15,400 if single. The credit is fully phased out for such
taxpayers with earned income of about $40,000 if married and $38,000 if single. Credit
amounts are lower for taxpayers with one child, and taxpayers without children can also
qualify for a much-reduced credit.

The child tax credit is worth $1,000 for each qualifying child under the age of 17, and is
partially refundable. It is also available to U.S. citizens and resident aliens. The credit is
phased out for married taxpayers with income above $110,000 and single taxpayers who are
the head of their households with income above $75,000.

Revenues

Enacting S.A. 1150 would have several effects on federal revenues, including changes in
collections of income and payroll taxes, certain visa fees that are classified as revenues, and
various fines and penalties. Taken together, the Joint Committee on Taxation and CBO
estimate that those effects would increase revenues by about $15 billion over the 2008-2012
period and by about $48 billion over the 2008-2017 period (see Table 4). Off-budget receipts
(of Social Security payroll taxes) would rise by an estimated $357 billion; on-budget receipts
would fall by an estimated $9 billion over the 10-year period.

Income and Payroll Taxes. JCT provided estimates of the effects of the legislation on
revenues from income and social insurance (payroll) taxes. JCT estimates that S.A. 1150
would increase receipts from income and payroll taxes by about $43 billion over the next
10 years.
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TABLE 4. ESTIMATED EFFECTS ON REVENUES OF S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

By Tiscal Year, in Billions of Dollars

2008- 2008-
2008 2009 2010 20011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2012 2017

[ncome and Social

Insurancc Taxes * -0.7 28 35 0.6 3.6 5.1 6.1 72 7.7 74 9.9 433
Visa Fines and
Penaltics 1.5 2.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.4 4.4
Other Revenues * 01 * * * * 01 0.1 0.1 03 06
Total Changes 0.8 5.8 36 0.7 37 5.1 6.1 7.2 78 75 146 483
On-Budget 1.3 42 -1.2 54 32 -24 -1.7 -08 -0 04 43 -88
Oft-Budget -0.4 1.6 47 6.1 6.9 7.5 78 8.0 78 7.1 189 571
SOURCES: Joint Committee on T'axation and Congressional Budget Office.
NOTE: *  revenue increase of less than S50 million.
a.  Theseestimates were provided by the Jomt Commitiee on l'axation and include effects on ol(-budgel (Social Security) receipts.

Related effects on outlays for refundable credits are shown in Table 3.

The net increase in revenue would occur largely after 2011, due in part to higher numbers
of immigrants, who would boost aggregate wage income in the economy. That higher level
of aggregate wages would generate more receipts from both individual income and social
insurance taxes. (Most of the estimated revenue effects from social insurance taxes are
attributable to off-budget Social Security taxes.) In addition, because some unauthorized
immigrant workers would become authorized workers under the amendment, JCT anticipates
that S.A. 1150 would lead to increased reporting of employment income, which would
further add to receipts from income and social insurance taxes. However, the reporting of that
income would also result in larger tax deductions by businesses for their labor compensation,
which would reduce their profits. Because businesses operate in both corporate and non-
corporate form, those deductions would reduce both corporate and individual income tax
receipts, offsetting some of the increases discussed above.

JCT estimates that S.A. 1150 would reduce on-budget receipts of income and social
insurance (primarily Medicare) taxes by $13.8 billion over the 2008-2017 period. There are
three main reasons for the estimated decline in on-budget receipts. First, the legislation
would increase enforcement of employment laws and would induce some illegal immigrants
who currently file tax returns and have income taxes withheld to work in the cash economy.
Second, the legislation would have the opposite effect on some illegal immigrants who do
not file tax returns because it would provide a mechanism for illegal immigrants who are
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currently in the country to work legally. As a result, some currently illegal immigrants who
have income taxes withheld would file tax returns and claim refunds. Third, because these
workers would be able to work legally in the country, they would become eligible for many
of the tax-reducing provisions available to workers with children, including the dependent
exemption, child tax credit, earned income credit, and head-of-household filing status.
Application of those provisions would either reduce income taxes or increase outlays from
refundable tax credits.

Fines for Z Visas. Applicants for the new Z visas established by S.A. 1150 would have to
pay a penalty of $1,000. Those collections would be classified as revenues, and DHS and
DOL would be authorized to spend those revenues. Based on the number of applications
expected each year, CBO estimates that enacting this provision would increase revenues by
$4.4 billion over the 2008-2017 period.

Fines for Z-A Visas. Each applicant for Z-A visas (agricultural workers) would have to pay
fines totaling $500. Based on the number of applications expected each year, CBO estimates
that enacting this provision would increase revenues by about $170 million over the 2008-
2017 period.

Fees for Y Visas. Employers seeking labor certifications under the new guest worker
(Y visas) program would have to pay a fee related to DOL’s cost of performing those
certifications. Those collections would be classitfied as revenues, and CBO expects them to
total $420 million over the 2008-2017 period.

Penalties. S.A. 1150 would establish new and increased civil and criminal penalties for
various crimes involving illegal immigration. Thus, the federal government might collect
additional fines if the legislation is enacted. Collections of civil fines are recorded in the
budget as revenues. Criminal fines are recorded as revenues, then deposited in the Crime
Victims Fund and later spent. CBO expects that any additional revenues and direct spending
would not be significant.

Spending Subject to Appropriation

CBO estimates that implementing S.A. 1150 would result in additional discretionary
spending of about $20 billion over the 2008-2012 period and another $23 billion over the
2013-2017 period, assuming appropriation of the necessary funds. Projected spending from
2008 through 2012 is summarized in Table 5. For this estimate, we assume that the
necessary amounts will be appropriated by the start of each fiscal year and that spending will
follow the historical spending patterns for existing or similar activities.
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TABLE 5. ESTIMATED DISCRETIONARY COSTS FOR S.A. 1150 AS AMENDED

By Tiscal Year, in Millions of Dollars
2008- 2008-
2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2017

CHANGES IN SPENDING SUBJECT TO APPROPRIATION

Law Enforcement Grants Lo Stale and Local

Governments
Authorization Level 1,600 1,400 1,500 1,600 2,250 8,350 13,950
Tstimated Outlays 391 975 1,480 1,490 1,737 6,075 13,015

Additional DHS, DOL, DOJ Cmployces

Tistimated Authorization Tevel 144 434 732 1,206 1,856 4,372 16,151

Estimated Outlays 128 401 687 1,153 1,785 4,163 15,869
Employment Eligibility Veritication System

Estimated Authorization Level 528 522 890 722 575 3,237 6,365

Estimated Ouilays 353 544 812 737 590 3,037 6,136
Detention Facilitics

Tistimated Authorization Level 2,500 4] 55 110 113 2,778 3,398

Tistimated Outlays 250 1,000 1,175 230 113 2,767 3,385
Lnstitutional Removal Program

Estimated Authorization Tevel 168 173 178 184 189 8§92 892

Hstimated Outlays 151 173 178 183 189 873 892
Funds for DHS to Increase Adjudications

Estimated Authorization Level 800 0 0 0 0 800 800

Estimated Outlays 640 160 0 0 0 800 800
Other SSA Costs

Lstimated Authorization Level 85 160 15 25 25 31 450

Tistimated Qutlays 75 150 KN 25 25 ) 450
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles

Authorization Level 178 276 0 0 0 454 454

Hstimated Outlays 89 192 118 55 0 454 454
Justice Prisoncr and Alicn Transfer System

Estimated Authorization Level 80 82 83 85 87 416 876

Lstimated Outlays 72 81 83 85 86 408 866
Other Provisions

Tistimated Authorization T.evel 394 140 142 135 146 958 1,572

Estimated Outlays 178 238 188 150 158 911 1,510

Total Changes
Tstimated Authorization Tevel 6,478 3,186 3,595 4,068 5,241 22,567 44,908
FEstimated Outlays 2,327 3,914 4,765 4,108 4,682 19,797 43,378
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Law Enforcement Grants to State and Local Governments. S.A. 1150 would authorize
the appropriation of $8.35 billion in grants over the 2008-2012 period, mostly to reimburse
state and local governments for costs associated with apprehending and detaining
unauthorized immigrants. CBO estimates that implementing this provision would result in
outlays of $6.1 billion over the 2008-2012 period.

Additional Federal Personnel. The legislation would direct DHS, the DOL, the Department
of Justice (DOJ), and the Administrative Office of the United States Courts (AOUSC) to
increase the number of federal law enforcement and legal personnel by more than 13,000
positions over the 2008-2012 period (not including support personnel for those positions).
CBO estimates that implementing this provision would cost $4.2 billion over the five-year
period. The costs for additional enforcement and legal personnel would continue after 2012.
(In 2013, when all positions would be filled, costs for those additional personnel would reach
$2.2 billion annually.) The following sections provide more details on the cost of hiring
those additional personnel.

Department of Homeland Security. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS to increase the number of:

+  Border patrol agents by 12,000 over the 2008-2012 period (half of that increase is
already authorized under current law);

«  Customs and Border Protection (CBP) officers by 500 in each of fiscal years 2008
through 2012;

¢ Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) investigators by 200 annually over the
2008-2010 period;

¢ Investigators assigned to combat alien smuggling by 200 annually over the 2008-2012
period; and

«  Citizenship and Immigration Services (CIS) personnel to adjudicate applications for
immigration benefits by 100 annually over the 2008-2012 period.
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Based on information from DHS, CBO estimates that the cost for each additional employee
would range from $120,000 a year for CBP officers to $180,000 a year for border patrol
agents, including salaries, benefits, training, equipment, and support costs. Assuming that
each annual cohort required by the legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we
estimate that implementing these provisions would cost $3.0 billion over the 2008-2012
period.

Attorneys and Immigration Judges. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS, DOJ, and AOUSC to
increase the number of attorneys by 270 a year over the 2008-2012 period. Based on
information from those agencies, CBO estimates that it costs about $170,000 a year for an
additional attorney, including salaries, benefits, training, and support costs. Assuming that
each annual cohort required by the legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we
estimate that implementing this provision would cost $590 million over the 2008-2012
period.

The legislation would direct DOJ to increase the number of immigration judges by 20 each
year over the 2008-2012 period. Based on information from DOJ, CBO estimates that it
costs about $600,000 a year for an additional immigration judge, including salaries, benefits,
training, office space, and support costs. Assuming that each annual cohort required by the
legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we estimate that implementing this
provision would cost $150 million over the 2008-2012 period.

Department of Labor. Title IV would require the Secretary of Labor to add 200 positions
annually for five years for investigators dedicated to enforcing compliance with labor
standards. Based on information from the department, CBO estimates that the cost for each
additional employee would average $155,000 a year over the next five years. Funding those
additional positions would increase discretionary costs for DOL by $360 million over the
2008-2012 period, CBO estimates.

Other Employees. Finally, the legislation would require DOJ to hire 50 additional U.S.
marshals each year over the 2008-2012 period. Based on information from DOJ, CBO
estimates that the cost for each additional employee would average $130,000, including
salaries, training, and support costs. Assuming that each annual cohort required by the
legislation would be hired over the course of a year, we estimate that implementing this
provision would cost $75 million over the 2008-2012 period.

System for Verifying Employment Eligibility. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS to extend and
expand a system to verify the eligibility of people for employment in the United States. CBO
estimates that the system would cost about $3.0 billion over the 2008-2012 period, including
amounts needed by federal agencies to use the system to verify eligibility for federal
employment.
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Reguirements for the System. S.A. 1150 would require DHS to set up an expanded
Employment Eligibility Verification System (EEVS) that would respond within three
working days to inquiries made via the Internet, other electronic media, or telephone by
employers and individuals. The prototype for the EEVS is a current joint effort of DHS and
the Social Security Administration (SSA) known as the “basic pilot,” a voluntary system
available to employers nationwide who wish to check the status of new hires.

S.A. 1150 would require federal contractors and employers engaged in activities related to
critical infrastructure, national security, or homeland security to verify theiremployees’ work
eligibility as of the date of enactment. For other employers, the amendment would require
all new hires to be verified within 18 months of enactment and all workers in the United
States to be verified within three years of enactment.

Volume of EEVS Inquiries Expected. CBO anticipates that the initial batch of inquiries from
critical employers would involve around 20 million verifications. Inquiries would peak at
160 million in 2010 and decline to nearly 100 million in 2011, as employers verify all
employees. Beginning in 2012, CBO expects the annual volume to settle around 70 million
to 75 million verifications: 60 million to 65 million new hires (based on data from the Bureau
of Labor Statistics) plus around 10 million repeat verifications.

Costs to Federal Agencies of EEVS. Under the legislation, DHS would have primary
responsibility for running the EEVS. The legislation would require the department to
maintain a workforce of at least 4,500 persons to operate EEVS and enforce the laws against
unlawful employment of aliens. Based on information from DHS about current staffing
levels, CBO estimates that the department would have to hire 3,300 additional employees to
meet this requirement. We estimate that DHS would spend about $1.8 billion over the 2008-
2012 period for technological components, staff, and overhead.

SSA would provide DHS with continued, secure access to its database of Social Security
numbers (SSNs). SSA would also face extra costs to handle phone calls, visits, and requests
for replacement cards from people seeking to clear a "nonverified” response. Based on
information from SSA, CBO estimates that those tasks would cost the agency $1.2 billion
from 2008 through 2012. S.A. 1150 would require DHS to reimburse SSA for EEV S-related
costs.

Finally, federal agencies themselves could be among the “critical employers” required to
verify the legal status of their workforce. There are slightly over 4 million federal
government employees, including military personnel. CBO estimates that submitting their
current and new employees to EEVS would cost federal agencies about $20 million over the
2008-2012 period.
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Detention Facilities. S.A. 1150 would direct DHS to construct or acquire 20 detention
facilities to detain aliens pending their removal from the United States. The amendment
would require those facilities, in total, to accommodate at least 20,000 individuals at one
time. Based on the costs to build and staff federal prisons in recent years, CBO estimates that
constructing and operating 20 facilities would cost $2.8 billion over the 2008-2012 period.

Institutional Removal Program (IRP). The legislation would authorize the appropriation
of sums necessary over the 2008-2012 period to continue and expand the IRP, a DHS
program to identify criminal aliens in U.S. prisons and deport them after they complete their
sentences. Based oninformation from DHS, CBO estimates that implementing this provision
would cost about $870 million over the 2008-2012 period.

Funds for DHS to Increase Adjudications. To accommodate the sharp increase in
applications for immigration services and documentation that would result from S.A. 1150,
DHS would need to expand its document-production facilities, enhance its computer systems,
and hire new employees to process applications. The amendment would authorize the
appropriation of such sums as necessary for those actions. Based on information from DHS,
CBO estimates that the department would require funding of about $800 million in fiscal
year 2008 for one-time costs to improve facilities and computer systems.

For this estimate, we assume that the costs of new personnel to process applications would
be covered by fees collected from individuals. CBO estimates that collections of fees would
increase by $5 billion over the 2008-2012 period. CIS currently collects and spends about
$2 billion in fees annually.

Cost of Social Security Cards. Besides contributing key information to the EEVS, SSA
would incur significant costs to issue additional Social Security cards under S.A. 1150. The
provisions to admit guest workers, increase the number of various types of admissions, and
permit unauthorized immigrants in the country to seek legal status would swell the number
of Social Security cards issued by the agency. CBO estimates that SSA would issue an
additional 10 million cards from 2008 to 2012; at a cost of $30 each, additional outlays
would total around $310 million.

Section 305 would require SSA to design and issue fraud-resistant, tamper-resistant, and
wear-resistant Social Security cards within two years of enactment. Information provided
by SSA suggests that enhancements already planned for late 2007 will meet the requirements
of section 305; thus, CBO anticipates no additional costs for designing a new Social Security
card.
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Unmanned Aerial Vehicles. S.A. 1150 would authorize the appropriation of $178 million
for 2008 and $276 million for 2009 for DHS to acquire and maintain unmanned aerial
vehicles to patrol U.S. borders. CBO estimates that this provision would cost $454 million
over the 2008-2011 period.

Justice Prisoner and Alien Transfer System. Section 226 would direct the Attorney
General to expand the Justice Prisoner and Alien Transfer System (JPATS) by increasing
services provided in each metropolitan area. JPATS transports sentenced prisoners between
districts, correctional institutions, and foreign countries. The program also provides regular
international flights for aliens subject to deportation. Based on information from DOJ, CBO
estimates that implementing this provision would cost $408 million over the 2008-2012
period for additional transport vehicles, fuel, and other recurring costs. This estimate
assumes that the Attorney General increases services to unauthorized immigrants by nearly
50 percent.

Other Provisions. S.A. 1150 contains several other provisions that would increase
discretionary federal costs. CBO estimates that implementing those provisions would cost
a total of $900 million over the 2008-2012 period. Major provisions would include the
following:

¢ The amendment would authorize the appropriation of sums necessary for each fiscal
year over the 2008-2012 period for the Federal Bureau of [nvestigation to improve
systems for conducting security checks relating to immigration applications. CBO
estimates that implementing this provision would cost about $350 million over the
2008-2012 period to upgrade computer systems and hire additional personnel.

» The legislation would authorize the appropriation of $100 million for the Office of
Citizenship and Immigrant Integration within DHS. We estimate this provision would
cost $100 million over the 2008-2012 period.

¢ The legislation would require DOL to administer the new guest worker program.
Based on the costs of administering the current H-2 programs, CBO estimates this
requirement would cost DOL nearly $160 million over the 2008-2012 period.

« S.A. 1150 would establish mandatory minimum prison sentences for a wide range of
offenses involving illegal entry into the United States. Based on preliminary
information from the U.S. Sentencing Commission, CBO estimates that the cost to
support these additional prisoners would total $100 million over the 2008-2012
period.

¢ Section 309 would require the Internal Revenue Service (IRS) to establish a unit
within the Criminal Investigation office to investigate the employment of individuals
who are not authorized to work in the United States. The unit would be composed of
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up to 200 full-time special agents and support staff. Based on information from the
IRS, CBO expects it would take about eight years to employ 200 agents. Thus, CBO
estimates that implementing this provision would cost $50 million over the 2008-2012
period.

«  Section 601 would require unauthorized immigrants receiving legal status to pay back
taxes. The provision would require the Treasury to establish rules and procedures for
the IRS to provide documentation to the immigrant to establish the payment of all
federal tax liability. Based on information from the IRS and the cost of similar
programs to enforce federal tax laws, CBO estimates that implementing this provision
would cost $200 million over the 2008-2012 period.

ESTIMATED LONG-TERM EFFECTS ON DEFICITS

The net cost of the legislation would grow after 2017, as more of the affected immigrants
became eligible for benefits and the per capita cost of benefits rose, but the net impact on the
unified budget would remain relatively small in the context of the overall budget. In
particular, CBO estimates that direct spending outlays attributable to the legislation would
increase from $4.3 billion in 2017 to between $8 billion and $10 billion in 2027.
Discretionary costs would grow to $5 billion or $6 billion a year. On the other hand, the
amount of additional revenues would grow as well; most such revenues are from the oft-
budget Social Security payroll taxes. By 2027, CBO estimates, implementing the legislation
(including the necessary appropriations) would increase the total budget deficit (or decrease
the surplus) by several billion dollars a year.

Pursuant to section 203 of S. Con. Res. 21, the Concurrent Resolution on the Budget for
Fiscal Year 2008, CBO and JCT estimate that changes in direct spending and revenues from
enacting S.A. 1150 (as amended to date) would cause an increase in on-budget deficits (or
a decrease in on-budget surpluses) of greater than $5 billion in at least one of the 10-year
periods between 2018 and 2057.
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ESTIMATED IMPACT ON STATE, LOCAL, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS

S.A. 1150 would impose several intergovernmental mandates as defined in UMRA, because
it would preempt state and local authority, require state, local, and tribal governments to
verify the eligibility of employees to work, and impose new requirements on those
governments if they seek to hire certain foreign workers. Because of uncertainties about
what future regulations would require of employers and about the number of foreign workers
employed by state, local, and tribal governments, CBO cannot determine whether the costs
of complying with these intergovernmental mandates would exceed the annual threshold
established in UMRA ($66 million in 2007, adjusted annually for inflation).

Mandates

The legislation would authorize DHS to designate which employers are part of the critical
infrastructure and require those employers to verify the work eligibility of all employees.
Other employers would, no later than18 months after enactment, be required to verify the
work eligibility of newly hired employees. No later than three years after enactment, all
employers would be required to verify the work eligibility of all employees.

The extent to which state and local governments would be designated part of the critical
infrastructure and thus required to immediately verity the work eligibility of all employees
would depend on regulations to be developed by DHS. Although current DHS documents
and policies include all state, local, and tribal governments as part of critical infrastructure,
CBO has no information about whether those governments would be designated as such for
the purposes of employment veritication. 1fthe rules were to affect employees only in such
sectors as law enforcement, transportation, public utilities, and health and financial services
(such sectors represent about 35 percent of state, local, and tribal employees), CBO expects
that the aggregate direct costs to comply with those requirements would be below the annual
threshold in any given year. The rules would have to apply to more than 75 percent of all
state, local, and tribal employees for the aggregate direct costs to exceed the threshold in any
one year.

The legislation also would impose new requirements on employers seeking to hire certain
foreign workers. The specific requirements would depend on regulations to be developed
by DHS and DOL. Furthermore, total costs would depend on the number of foreign workers
employed by state, local, and tribal governments, information that CBO does not currently
have. Thus, CBO cannot estimate the total additional cost for those governments to comply.
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S.A. 1150 contains additional intergovernmental mandates because it would preempt any
state laws that require the use of the Electronic Employment Verification System ina manner
that conflicts with the provisions of this legislation, prohibit certain nonimmigrants from
being treated as independent contractors, and prohibit the use of state contract laws in
litigation against certain nonimmigrants. CBO estimates that these preemptions of state law
would not impose significant costs on those governments.

Other Impacts on State, Local, and Tribal Governments

Several provisions in the legislation would increase the number of legal permanent residents,
some of whom would be eligible for Medicaid assistance. Benefits under the Medicaid
program for those individuals would cost states almost $3 billion over the 2008-2017 period.
Because states have broad flexibility to alter optional benefits and eligibility to offset such
costs, the increased spending would not result from an intergovernmental mandate as defined
in UMRA.

By 2017, S.A. 1150 would increase the U.S. population by an estimated 1.8 million. Asa
result of this growth in population, some state, local, and tribal governments would collect
more tax revenues, but also would face significant additional costs to provide education,
health care, and other services to those immigrants. The legislation would direct certain fees
collected from non-citizens to state and local governments to cover some of those costs.
CBO estimates that they would receive about $3 billion over the fiscal years 2008-2012 to
provide health care and education to immigrants. In addition, assuming appropriation of the
authorized amounts, those governments would receive more than $6 billion over the 2008-
2012 period from grant programs authorized by the legislation.

ESTIMATED IMPACT ON THE PRIVATE SECTOR

S. A. 1150 as amended, would impose several private-sector mandates, as defined in UMRA,
on certain individuals and employers. One of the most costly mandates would require
employers of workers holding H-1B visas to pay a new supplemental fee. Other mandates
in the amendment include, but are not limited to, requirements for:

« Certain critical employers to verify the employment eligibility of their current
employees;

* Employers and certain other entities to verify the employment eligibility of new hires
and existing employees and maintain records of the verification process;
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« Employeesand individuals seeking employment to provide additional documentation
when establishing their identity in order to verity their eligibility to work in the
United States; and

+ Certain employers of workers with nonimmigrant visas.

Based on the supplemental fee that employers would have to pay for HI-B visas and the
number of employees whose eligibility employers would have to verify, CBO expects that
the aggregate direct costs of the mandates identified in S.A.1150 would exceed the annual
threshold for private-sector mandates ($131 million in 2007, adjusted annually for inflation)
in each of the first five years the mandates are in effect.

Supplemental Fee for Employers of H-1B Visa Workers

As amended, S.A. 1150 would require employers that petition for H-1B visas to pay a
supplemental fee of $3,500 per temporary worker. Such employers with fewer than 25
employees would be required to pay a supplemental fee of $1,750 per worker. The cap on
the number of H-1B visas would be increased to at least 115,000 visas per year. The cap is
usually reached each year, and most companies that employ workers with H1-B visas
generally have more than 25 employees. Assuming the cap is reached each year, CBO
estimates that the direct cost of complying with the mandate would exceed the annual
threshold for private-sector mandates.

Employee Verification Requirements

The legislation would impose additional mandates by requiring certain employers to verify
the work eligibility of newly hired employees, current employees subject to reverification,
and existing employees through participation in the Employment Eligibility Verification
System. Based on the large number of individuals whose eligibility employers and other
entities would be required to verify under the legislation, CBO expects that the aggregate
direct costs of those mandates would exceed the annual threshold for private-sector mandates
in at least one of the first five years the mandates are in effect.

Requirement for Critical Employers. S.A. 1150 would authorize DHS to designate which
employers are part of the critical infrastructure and require that, as of the date of enactment,
those employers verify the work eligibility of all employees. Because that determination has
not been made and because of uncertainty about how the program would be implemented,
CBO cannot estimate the cost of complying with this mandate.

Verification for New Hires and Existing Employees. The amendment would require
employers to verify, through participation in the EEVS, the employment eligibility of new

40



129

hires and current employees subject to reverification. Participation would require employers
and other entities that recruit or refer individuals to confirm the name and Social Security
number of individuals newly hired or subject to reverification. This requirement would
begin within 18 months after the date of enactment. No later than three years after
enactment, the amendment would require employers to verify the identity and employment
authorization of all existing employees that have not been previously verified through the
EEVS. All employers would have to maintain a record of the verification for such
employees for a specific amount of time in a form that would be available for government
inspection.

The direct cost of the mandates regarding new hires would be the incremental cost to verify
the employment eligibility of those hires and employees subject to reverification through the
EEVS and to maintain records of the verification. The direct cost of the mandates related to
verification of existing employees would be the cost to verify the identity of their existing
employees through the EEVS and to examine the employment authorization documentation.

Based on data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, CBO expects that the number of new hires
and repeat verifications would average about 65 million per year and that the verification of
approximately 130 million existing employees would be required. Consequently, CBO
expects that the direct costs to comply with those mandates would be substantial relative to
the annual threshold for private-sector mandates.

Administrative and Training Requirements for Employers. The legislation would
require employers and other entities that recruit or refer individuals participating in the EEVS
to register in the system and conform to certain procedures. Individuals working for such
employers and entities would be required to undergo such training regarding the EEVS as
the Secretary deems necessary. CBO expects that the cost to comply with those mandates
would be small compared to the annual threshold.

New Hires and Employee Documentation. The legislation would require all individuals to
provide specific documentation when establishing their identity in order to verity their
eligibility to work in the United States. Most employees would be required to provide more
documentation than under current law. These requirements would impose a new mandate
on both new hires and existing employees. Because of the number of people that would be
required to acquire additional documents (such as passports or birth certificates) and the cost
of getting such documents, CBO expects that the direct cost of complying with this mandate
would be substantial relative to the annual threshold for private-sector mandates.
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Requirements for Employers of L-1 Visa Workers

The amendment would establish whistleblower protections for the L-1 visa program. It
would prohibit employers of L-1 nonimmigrants (intracompany transferees who work in
managerial or executive capacities or who provide services that involve specialized
knowledge) from taking or threatening to take a personnel action or discharging or
discriminating in any manner because the employee has disclosed certain information. CBO
estimates that employers would incur minimal direct costs, if any, to comply with such
requirements.

S.A. 1150 also would require an employer petitioning to bring to the United States a L-1 visa
nonimmigrant associated with a new facility to certify that it has a business plan, sufficient
physical premises to carry out the proposed business activities, and the financial ability to
start doing business immediately upon approval of the petition. Because the number of such
employers would likely be small, CBO expects that the cost to comply with the mandate
would be minimal compared with the annual threshold.

Requirements for Employers of Temporary Workers

The amendment would place additional requirements on employers that seek to employ
certain nonimmigrant temporary foreign workers. It would require those employers to do
additional advertising and recruitment of U. S. workers. It also would allow the Secretary
of Labor to develop additional regulations regarding the labor certification requirements for
certain temporary workers. In addition, the legislation would require the Secretary of DHS
to establish user fees to be paid by the employers of those temporary workers. Because the
direct cost of complying with those mandates would depend on regulations that have not yet
been established and correspondingly, the number of employers that would be affected, CBO
cannot estimate the direct cost of complying with those new requirements.

Whistleblower Protection

S.A. 1150 would establish whistleblower protection for the L-1 visa program. Employers
of L-1 non-immigrants would be prohibited from taking or threatening to take personnel
action or discharging or discriminating in any manner because the employee has disclosed
certain information. CBO estimates that such employers would incur minimal direct cost,
if any, to comply with such requirements.
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Requirements for Employers of Temporary Workers

The amendment would place additional requirements on employers that seek to employ non-
immigrant temporary foreign workers. It could require those employers to do additional
advertising and recruitment of U. S. workers. It also would allow the Secretary of Labor to
promulgate additional regulations regarding labor certification of certain temporary workers.
In addition, the legislation would require the Secretary of DHS to establish user fees to be
paid by the employers of those temporary workers. Because the direct cost of complying
with those mandates would depend on regulations that have not yet been established and
correspondingly, the number of employers that would be affected, CBO cannot estimate the
direct cost of complying with those new requirements.

PREVIOUS CBO ESTIMATE

OnMay 23,2007, CBO transmitted a preliminary cost estimate for S.A. 1150, an amendment
in the nature of a substitute for S.1348, the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act 0of2007.
In that estimate, CBO and JCT projected that S.A. 1150 (as introduced) would increase direct
spending by $13 billion to $17 billion over the 2008-2012 period and by $32 billion to
$38 billion over the 2008-2017 period. In addition, that estimate indicated that enacting
S.A. 1150 would increase revenues by $15 billion to $19 billion over the 2008-2012 period
and by $70 billion to $75 billion over the 2008-2017 period. CBQO’s current estimate for
S.A. 1150, as amended, reflects a revised interpretation of legislative language, some changes
to estimating assumptions, and the impact of amendments to the original substitute that were
adopted by the Senate as of May 24. In general, those changes tended to reduce the
budgetary effects of the legislation.

Technical Revisions

CBO changed its estimates of the number of people likely to be affected by the legislation
in two ways. First, CBO’s and JCT’s preliminary estimates were based on the assumption
that the renewal of Y-1 visas under the guest worker program would not count against the
numerical caps. Based on information from the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, CBO
determined that any renewals would count as new visas under the caps, and the projected
number of workers was reduced accordingly. Second, CBO revised the original estimate to
incorporate the effect on illegal immigration from the overall enforcement and verification
provisions in the legislation. CBO now estimates that S.A. 1150 (as amended) would reduce
the net annual flow of illegal migrants by about one quarter.
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Amendments Adopted by the Senate

S.A. 1150 was amended in several ways between May 22 and May 24. The two amendments
with the most significant budgetary effects related to scaling back the guest worker program
and expanding the requirements that would have to be met before the Secretary of DHS could
certify that sufficient enforcement and verification measures were in place, thus allowing the
guest worker and legalization programs to begin. One of the adopted amendments
(S.A. 1169) would limit the basic guest worker program to 200,000 visas annually, down
from the original caps that started at 400,000 initially but could rise to 600,000 over time.
The second amendment (S.A. 1172) would, among other things, require the Secretary of
DHS to certify that 20,000 border patrol agents were actually on duty and that the
employment verification system was operational before certain programs could go into effect.
CBO judges that the expanded requirements would add six months to the time necessary to
meet them and that the Secretary’s certification would occur near the end of fiscal year 2010.

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

Federal Costs:
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and Jonathan Morancy
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Message from the
Office of Citizenship

The United States of America is a nation of immigrants, people who have come from a variety of cultural
and religious backgrounds, speaking many languages and bringing diverse talents to the United States.
Despite these differences in background, all Americans are bound together by a set of enduring civic prin-
ciples as relevant today as they were the day our Constitution was signed more than two centuries ago.
Americans embrace the ideals of freedom and opportunity, equality before the law, respect and tolerance
for differences, and the primacy of individual citizens and their rights in governing our nation. We strive
to enact these ideals in our laws and demonstrate them in our everyday civic life. We welcome immigrants

who want to make the U.S. their home and join us in honoring these principles.

Immigration to the United States is growing and the demographics are changing, presenting the nation
with both challenges and opportunities. According to the US. Census, in 2000 there were 31 million for-
eign-born in the US., or 11 percent of the population.' Today, one in nine US. residents is foreign-born.”
America’s immigrants are choosing to settle in new areas of the country, including the Southeast, Midwest,
and Rocky Mountain regions, outside the traditional gateways for newcomers, such as California and New
York. Between 1990 and 2000, the foreign-born population grew by as much as 200 percent in some

states.?

The growth in immigration, coupled with shifts in settlement, creates civic integration challenges in both
new and traditional immigrant destinations. The newer immigrant destinations have less experience with
immigrant residents and may have fewer resources to help immigrants integrate into their communities,

such as English language instruction or citizenship preparation courses.

!Although the number of immigrants is at the highest level in US. history, the share of the immigrant population still remains below the
record level of 15 percent in 1900.

2Fix, Michael, and Jeffrey S. Passel (2003). USS. Immigration: Trends and Implications for Schools. Presentation to the National Association for

Bilingual Education. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute. [Accessed on July 23, 2004
http://www.urban.org/l DF/410654 NABEPresentation.pdf]

$These states include North Carolina (274 percent), Georgia (253 percent), and Nevada (202 percent). See Capps, R., M. Fix, and J.S. Passel
(2002). The Dispersal of Immigrants in the 1990s. Immigrant Families and Workers, Brief No. 2, Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.

PAGE v



138

The Homeland Security Act of 2002 created the Office of Citizenship within U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services (USCIS), establishing a new federal leadership role in preparing immigrants for citi-
zenship and fostering a deeper understanding of what it means to be an American. Recognizing that immi
grant integration takes place at the local level, the Office of Citizenship turned to local communities to
learn more about what they perceive to be their strengths and needs in that effort. To do this, the Office
conducted focus groups in seven communities across the country in spring 2004. Participants in these
groups were drawn from three key sectors: community- and faith-based organizations; state and local
government; and adult education providers. The results of this research will inform our initiatives as we

develop our strategic plan.

We thank the communities and participants who supported us in this important work. We look forward to

learning from more communities as we move forward with our agenda.

Alfonso Aguilar
Chief, Office of Citizenship

e U.S. Citizenship
and Immigration
> Services
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Helping Immigrants Become New Americans:
Communities Discuss the Issues

(I) Introduction

The Office of Citizenship was created by the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 with the mandate of
promoting instruction and training on citizenship
rights and responsibilities. The Office of Citizenship
(OoC) will focus its resources on providing informa-
tion to immigrants at two key points in their journey
towards civic integration: when they first become
Lawful Permanent Residents (LPRs) and later when
they are ready and eligible to begin the formal natu
ralization process. Although some of the activities
under our mandate are new for the US. government,
the OoC is well aware that many local communities
across the country have considerable expertise in
helping immigrants integrate into U.S. civic society.
Community- and faith-based organizations, state and
local governments, and adult education providers all
play a role in welcoming new immigrants and help-
ing them become part of the civic fabric of this
nation. The OoC plans to build on this community
expertise by aligning its initiatives with local and state
efforts already underway.

Since its creation, OoC staff have traveled throughout
the nation informally speaking with community lead-
ers, educators, and immigrants to learn about what
services are already being provided by communities

Portland, Oregon

Houston, Texas

to promote immigrant integration as well as the
needs of communities to expand or enhance services.
To learn more about current local practices and
needs, the OoC invited seven communities represent-
ing a variety of small and large cities and geographic
regions to participate in focus groups. Some partici-
pating communities have long histories of receiving
and serving immigrants, while others are newly emerg-
ing immigrant centers. Fach community is also a pilot
site for Immigration Refugee Services of America’s
(IRSA) Citizenship AmeriCorps initiative.* With the
exceptions of Lowell and Lincoln, the communities all
have a local OoC Community Liaison Officer (CLO).
These seven communities are:

+ Arlington, Virginia

* Dearborn, Michigan
* Houston, Texas

* Lincoln, Nebraska

* Lowell, Massachusetts
¢ Oakland, California

* Portland, Oregon

“This initiative will place AmeriCorps members in various com-
munities across the US. to support community involvement with
immigrants as they pursue and achieve American citizenship.
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(II) Conducting the Focus Group

Fach focus group consisted of approximately 12 peo-
ple representing organizations that work with newly
arrived immigrants and/or those preparing to natu-
ralize. In each group, three representatives came from
state or local government, three from adult education,
and six from community- and faith-based organiza
tions. Fach group had at least one representative of a
community-based organization accredited by the
Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA).

The groups addressed two major topics: their commu-
nities” strengths and gaps in helping newly arrived LPRs
integrate into daily civic life and their strengths and
gaps in helping LPRs eligible for naturalization to pre-
pare for citizenship. The groups were also asked to dis-
cuss other challenges related to assisting immigrants,
how they coordinate efforts and form partnerships, and
how they access information useful to their work. Each
focus group lasted three hours, with the same profes-
sional facilitator moderating all groups. The meetings
were recorded for transcription, and the transcripts
were analyzed by OoC staff to compare results across
groups and identify important issues and trends.

This report summari:

strengths and gaps identified
during informal discussions with constituents
throughout the nation. This report relies solely on the
views expressed by the participants. No effort was
made to verify the factual information provided by
the participants, except where footnotes are included.
The views of the focus groups were very consistent
with views expressed by leaders in other community
meetings during the past year, and the findings help
define and inform a set of themes and issues shared
by many U.S. communities in their efforts to promote

the civic integration of new residents.
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The Focus Groups offered the Office of
Citizenship an opportunity to:

»  Hear directly from a range of
professionals working on

immigrant integration

Understand differences in
experiences and views across
various organizational sectors
and geographic regions

Collect local-level information
to inform the design of OoC
programs and initiatives

Learn how limited resources
are leveraged within communities
to enhance services

Demonstrate the 0oC’s
commitment to working in
partnership with service
providers
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(1II) Helping New Immigrants
Join Their Communities:

The Strengths, Gaps, and
Challenges

Immigrant-Serving Organizations

There are a variety of organizations in cities and towns
across the United States devoted to serving the needs of
immigrants, from governmental organizations to
English education programs, to community- and faith-
based organizations. These organizations understand the
communities they serve and try very hard, often with
limited resources, to provide services to improve the
lives of their clients.

For immigrants, access to the services these community
organizations provide is often the difference between
feeling like part of a community and feeling isolated.
Focus group members in all seven communities report-
ed that the presence of community-based organizations
(CBOs) was a definite strength of their communities;
however, consistent with what the OoC has been
hearing across the nation, the availability of the services
provided by CBOs varied greatly from community to
community. For example, participants said that Oakland
has many nonprofit organizations serving immigrants,
while Portland has many services for refugees, but not
as many for non-refugee immigrants. In some commu-
nities, immigrants receive services and assistance mainly
from immigrant organizations based on their countries
of origin or native language.

Availability of English Language Instruction
According to the US. Department of Education, Office
of Vocational and Adult Education, there are more than
1,400 sites throughout the United States that provide
English instruction (English as a Second Language) to
people for whom English is not their native language.
This figure does not include the thousands more
community- and faith-based organizations, volunteer
agencies, colleges and universities, workplace education
programs, and for-profit organizations that offer addi-
tional classes for immigrants. These programs—federally
funded, other non-profits, and for-profits—offer a vari-
ety of educational services from one-on-one tutoring to
comprehensive English programs consisting of multi-
level classes with standardized curricula.

All seven communities reported that one of their
strengths in helping new immigrants integrate within
their communities was the availability of English lan
guage instruction. Participants noted that these classes
also served a social integration purpose, bringing
together immigrants from various backgrounds. The
adult educators participating in the focus groups said
they often used curricula emphasizing how immigrants
could become more involved in the community, as well
as teaching about the United States and its history and
government. Furthermore, the adult educators agreed
that they often serve as “front line” contacts for many
immigrants and are important sources of referrals for
them.

Although participants noted that their communities
provided English language instruction in a variety of
ways, most felt that the demand outweighed their
capacity to supply this service. For example, one adult
education provider in Portland serves about 17,000
learners a year—but has a waiting list of at least 9,000.
Adult educators in Houston estimate that about one
million people in their area need English language
instruction; however, only about 35,000 can be served
each year.

The growing gap between the demand for English as a
Second Language (ESL) classes and the availability of
such classes presents a challenge for many communities
throughout the United States. Acquiring a functional
command of the English language is the basis for many
other integration opportunities. Lack of adequate
funding is cited as the major reason communities are
unable to meet the demand; however, often compound-
ing the problem is a lack of facilities to hold dlasses,
especially in rural areas, and a lack of available and
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trained instructors to teach the classes. Many focus

group participants also stated that when programs
were confronted with low-literacy immigrants, those
who have no literacy skills in their native language,
and/or those with a physical or learning disability,
the issues of finding trained teachers becomes even
more problematic.

Partnerships and Coalitions

No single federal, state, or local organization can serve
the multifaceted needs of new immigrants. It takes a
number of agencies at all levels working together to
achieve a community and nation where immigrants
are integrated and able to participate fully in all
aspects of American society.

Participants in the focus groups voiced a need for strong
partnerships to improve or expand services to immi-
grants. In a field with high demand and limited
resources, they understand that cooperating with other
organizations is essential to providing good services.
They observed that funders seek, and in some cases
require, collaboration among organizations, which pro-
vides an incentive to create such partnerships.
Participants also agreed about what makes partnerships

* Sharing a common goal.
* Sharing information and resources.

* Building on the complementary strengths of the
different partners.
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« Communicating and coordinating work to avoid
duplicating services.

* Defining the roles and responsibilities of each partner.

* Cooperating instead of competing.

Some participants gave examples of local coalitions or
networks that they considered instrumental in accom-
plishing their work. Lowell, for example, has the One
Lowell Coalition, an alliance of organizations serving
immigrants, as well as another alliance of about 45
non-profits that provides information, training, and net-
working opportunities. The Greater Lowell Interfaith
Alliance also plays a significant role in the community
because it counts among its members many faith-based
groups that serve immigrants.

For more than ten years, Lincoln has had a New
coln and

Americans Task Force, staffed by the city of L.

the county human services department. The Task Force
consists of 35 organizations, including CBOs, govern-
ment agencies, law enforcement, and others dedicated
to helping immigrants and refugees become part of
their community. The Task Force meets monthly to
discuss services and programs. It also makes referrals
and implements special projects, such as the production
of a video, “The New Nebraskans,” in cooperation with
Nebraska Public Television.

Although immigrant-serving coalitions were strong in
some communities, others stated that despite recogniz
ing the value of such a coordinating body, there was no
such mechanism in their communities. As several partic-
ipants mentioned, forming and maintaining coalitions
is not easy and requires time and ongoing effort. This
competes with resources needed to serve the day-to-day
needs of their clients. Most agreed, however, that it is
time and energy well spent.

Centralized Information

Even in this age of technology where millions of pieces
of information are available with the push of a button,
trying to sift through that information can be daunting.
Participants uniformly emphasized the need for a
source of centralized information for immigrants
themselves as well as the organizations that serve them.
Some cited a lack of information on services in the
community, life in the United States, what LPR status
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means and requires, and the benefits of US. citizenship,

as well as about more practical, day-to-day issues. Others
said that organizations serving immigrants needed more
centralized information to help with referrals and other

aspects of their work. They also observed that it was dif-
ficult to get updates on changes to immigration laws or

to learn about innovations and best practices from other
communities.

Outreach to New Immigrants

Participants observed that, in the absence of a stan-
dardized approach to introducing new immigrants to
their communities and life in the US., linking them to
services and assistance can be “catch-as-catch can.”
One participant suggested that when LPRs receive their
Permanent Resident Cards, they should also be given
an information packet outlining their eligibility for
services, their rights and responsibilities, and the bene-
fits of US. citizenship, among other topics.

Participants agreed that outreach to new immigrants is
vital and that communities should not wait for immi-
grants themselves to find services and connections to
the community. Communities varied in the extent to
which they actively sought out new immigrants in
order to provide the assistance and orientation services
they needed. Some participants noted that their city
governments provided considerable outreach, whereas
others said that their city governments provided little to
no outreach to immigrants at all. Most participants
agreed that many immigrants were not being reached at
all.

Funding

Participants from every community cited funding issues
as a constraint to providing services to immigrants. The
challenges of finding sufficient funding to meet the vast
needs of the immigrant population has, in many com
munities, been the catalyst for stronger and more effi
cient collaborative efforts. Some communities, in order
to form more holistic networks, have gone beyond the
traditional social service and education providers to
include local government and the private sector as well.
No community agency or organization that touches the
lives of immigrants should be left out. As one commu
nity member said, “The only thing that should be left
out is ego and turfism.”

(IV) Naturalization: Helping
Immigrants Become U.S. Citizens

Assistance to Immigrants Seeking to Naturalize

In many communities across the United States, there are
at least some services available to immigrants ready and
eligible to naturalize. All focus group participants indicat-
ed that such services were available within their commu

nities, including citizenship classes, counseling, pro bono

legal advice, and/or legal clinics. In addition, some
participants stated that immigrant organizations based
on ethnicity, language, country of origin, or religious
affiliation often help immigrants with the naturalization

process. In Dearborn, some organizations assist immigrants
with limited income to pay the fee for naturalization. In
Portland, citizenship classes are available in a variety of
locations, such as churches with large immigrant congre
gations and apartment complexes with immigrant resi
dents. In Oakland, one organization offers one-on-one
citizenship preparation to elderly immigrants in accessi-

ble settings, such as senior centers.

Some organizations rely heavily on volunteers for these
services. In Houston, trained volunteers often staff citizen-
ship preparation workshops. In Northern Virginia, many
residents have had international experience with the mili-
tary, Peace Corps, or Department of State and eagerly vol
unteer to help. Others noted that staff members often pro
vide assistance on their own time, and without funding,
to those seeking help with naturalization.

Although all communities had some services to help
immigrants naturalize, the services available varied
widely in type and availability. Participants noted that a
standard curriculum for citizenship classes, especially
one with the imprimatur of USCIS, would be especial-
ly useful. Others felt that there were not enough BIA
accredited organizations,
counselors, or attorneys
in their communities
who could provide free
or low-cost legal advice
to those seeking to natu-
ralize and even fewer
who could provide assis-
tance in immigrants’

native languages.
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Early Outreach

Participants noted that preparation for naturalization
should not begin with the immigrant’s submission of
a formal application to USCIS. There is a wealth of
information needed by the immigrant well before the
application process begins, both about the naturaliza-
tion process and citizenship itself.

Several participants cited efforts to reach immigrants
early with information about the benefits of US. citi-
zenship and about the process of naturalization. In
Lowell, for example, a CBO that serves teens is joining
forces with a local university to seek funding to pro-
mote citizenship among teens and help them educate
their parents about citizenship.

Again, although several communities are seeking to

find and serve immigrants in their communities who
are eligible and ready to naturalize, there remain wide
gaps between outreach services available and outreach

services needed.

Centralized Information

Just as a source of centralized information is needed
by newly arrived immigrants and the organizations
that serve them, those immigrants ready and eligible
to naturalize need a centralized source of information
about available resources and issues that concern them.
Participants said that there was currently no central-
ized comprehensive source of information on natural-
ization issues, changes in laws or policies, or services

for those seeking naturalization.

Coalitions

Some participants said that coalitions that coordinate
efforts for those immigrants ready and eligible to nat-
uralize do not exist within their communities. They
felt that, in the absence of such coordinating net
works, organizations did not do a good job of sharing
information about programs and services. This some-
times leads to duplication of services and/or lost
opportunities for immigrants. Those communities that
have developed a good working relationship among
agencies felt that coordinated efforts for those immi
grants preparing to naturalize were less prevalent than

coordination for new permanent residents.
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(V) Challenges in Serving
Immigrants

Participants noted several common challenges in
working with immigrant communities. These do not
necessarily represent gaps in services, but rather are
some of the inherent difficulties of serving this popu-

lation. These include:

Economic Challenges

Immigrants are often faced with multiple challenges.
Finding a source of income to secure housing and
transportation, pay for childcare, and buy food and
clothes for their families may require all eligible family
members to work one or more jobs. Those immigrants
who try to balance long hours with other family
responsibilities often find no time to devote to attend
ing classes or participating in civic integration activities.
This is a real challenge to service providers and has
required many to consider new ways and schedules for

delivering services

Literacy Challenges

Many immigrants are not literate in their native lan
guage, making their transition to English and their
integration into the community more difficult.
English programs with such students often find it dif-
ficult to find teachers trained in techniques for teach-
ing non-literate immigrants, adequate instructional
resources, and the time and funds necessary to pro-
vide the intensive services necessary to help non-liter-

ate immigrants acquire English skills.
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Isolation

Participants expressed concern about immigrants who
did not manage to find assistance or who were not
part of a predominant immigrant group in their
communities. Some noted that immigrants who were
dispersed throughout the community could be harder
to reach than those in well-established immigrant
neighborhoods. They also noted that new immigrants
could become isolated in these predominant commu-
nities, with little incentive to learn English.

Diversity

In some communities, immigrants come from a fairly
small number of countries, making it easier for the
community to learn about them and provide culturally
sensitive services. In other communities, the diversity
of national and ethnic groups makes this difficult.
One Portland participant noted that there were students
speaking 67 native languages in his community’s
English language program.

(VI) Accessing Immigration-
Related Information

Participants draw on a variety of sources of informa-
tion for their work, including:

The District USCIS office and CLO.

National Organizations.

Professional Organizations.

Coalitions and Networks.

Personal Networks.

Conferences and Workshops.
* Websites.

* Listservs.

Publications, including community services directo-
ries and newsletters.

Although this list is extensive, participants said that
they had difficulty obtaining useful information easily
and making sense of it.

(VII) What We Learned

Facilitating the Integration of Newly-Arrived
Immigrants

Focus group participants highlighted the need for a
more standardized approach to introducing new
immigrants to their communities and life in the U.
including mechanisms to link them to services and
information sources. When asked about gaps in assist
ing newly arrived immigrants integrate into daily life,
focus group participants consistently said that they
need a source of centralized information for immi-
grants, and that there are not enough services for
newly arrived LPRs. Many participants also stated that
there are long waiting lists for ESL classes in their
communities. Some participants felt that access to
services is limited for immigrants who are not sup-
ported by or part of their community’s majority lin
guistic, ethnic, or religious groups.

Focus groups also highlighted several strengths shared by
the communities—community- and faith-based organi-
zations that provide services to immigrants, dedicated
volunteers who commit their time to help new immi-
grants, and English language instruction opportunities.

Issue for Action

To assist communities, the Office of Citizenship is
developing a variety of outreach and educational mate-
rials for newly arrived immigrants. The first of these
materials is a guide for LPRs entitled, “Welcome to the
United States: A Guide for New Immigrants.” As the
title implies, this guide is targeted toward immigrants
who need quick access to practical information about
daily life in the United States, as well as basic civics
information that will introduce them to the US. system
of government. It will also provide guidance on the
rights and responsibilities associated with lawful per-
manent resident status.

Welcome to the United States
A Guide for New Immigrants
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Preparing Those Who Are Ready and Eligible to
Become Citizens

More citizenship preparation classes are needed, along
with a good curriculum and teaching and learning
tools. Focus group participants discussed the strengths
of their communities in preparing immigrants to nat-
uralize. They all indicated that there are citizenship

preparation services available; however, many also
added that these services are limited, provided infor
mally, or conducted on staff’s unpaid volunteer time.
In addition, participants felt that greater outreach to
immigrants on the rights and responsibilities of citi-
zenship is needed.

Issue for Action

The development of a national citizenship curriculum
with aligned assessments, learning tools, and a
teacher-training framework is a high priority on the
Office of Citizenship’s agenda. Educational materials
on the benefits, rights, and responsibilities of citizen-
ship will be developed and made available to pro-
grams nationwide.

Access to Information

Immigrants and the organizations that serve them
need a more structured method to access current
information and learn about services available in their
communities. Focus group participants identified a
number of ways that they access information.
However, many stated that there is a lack of central-
ized information—mnot only for immigrants, but also
for the organizations that serve them. Practitioners,
focusing on service delivery, often do not have the
time to track down information and stay current on
trends and best practices.
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Issue for Action

To help facilitate community access to information on
immigrant integration, the Office of Citizenship will
update its website with a view towards building a
clearinghouse of resources as well as an online library
for researchers and academics. In addition, through its
Community Liaison Officers, the Office will continue
to seck innovative approaches to facilitate targeted,
ongoing sharing of information in local communities.

Coordination and Partnership

Partnerships among all sectors are critical to commu-
nities’ success in helping immigrants successfully
integrate. This includes all levels of government, adult
educators, community- and faith-based organizations
and the private sector. It is clear from focus group
comments that many organizations are engaged in
meaningful partnerships to better serve immigrants
within their communities. Many participants also stat-
ed, however, that there is a greater need for coordina-
tion among all provider organizations within commu
nities. Those participants who had been part of a con-
sortium of organizations in the past stated that such a
group was an important way of keeping up-to-date
with trends and resources—both local and national—
and of building relationships that could potentially
develop into partnerships.

Issue for Action

The Office of Citizenship will seek to establish work-
ing groups at the national level, and actively engage
state and local governments to share information,
identify barriers to serving immigrants, and leverage
limited resources. Such collaboration already exists in
some communities, and the Office will assist them in
strengthening existing networks or developing new
working groups where needed. The Office of

Citizenship’s Community Liaison Officers will play an
important role in this effort.
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Funding
Limited resources are often a barrier to providing the

variety of services an immigrant requires to fully inte-
grate into the civic life of the community. Partner-
ships help, but even that takes resources. Focus group
participants agreed that partnering was one way to
make limited dollars go farther and suggested that
partnerships should be expanded to include more of
the private sector. However, they also stated that part-
nering requires staff time, which requires funding in
order not to diminish the ability to provide basic

services.

Issue for Action

To assist programs in their struggle to both obtain
and leverage funds to achieve their important mis-
sion, the Office of Citizenship will continue to raise
awareness within both public and private sectors of
the benefits of civic integration for immigrants and
the shared responsibilities among all sectors of society
in addressing these funding issues.

(VIII) Conclusion

The United States has been and continues to be a
nation of immigrants, with newcomers to America
both enriching the tapestry of our nation and pre-
senting new challenges in the 21st century. The
Office of Citizenship is committed to encouraging
the civic integration of immigrants and their eventu-
al naturalization. The community discussions
described here were intended to help the Office of
Citizenship understand how communities presently
assist new immigrants and to identify gaps in services
that local providers consider urgent. Although some
communities have long been accustomed to welcom-
ing immigrants, others are just beginning to have
sizable immigrant communities and are learning
how to assist them. The seven communities that par-
ticipated in the focus groups are strongly committed
to improving their assistance to immigrants, and
although they bring many strengths to this task, they
consistently cited insufficient resources to meet the
demand as one of their greatest challenges.

The information provided by these communities is
invaluable to the Office of Citizenship as it moves
ahead in its work. The Office of Citizenship carefully
analyzed all comments and recommendations by par-
ticipants and is very appreciative of the time and
enthusiasm participants devoted to this effort. Their
advice and suggestions will be used to inform the
future priorities of the Office of Citizenship in order
to make the lives of all immigrants and the commu-
nities in which they reside much richer through civic
integration.
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Appendix A:
New Immigrant Growth Centers

Immigration Categories

M Major Destinations (67% of Immigrants) (6 states)
I New Growth States (1990-2000591%) (22 states)
All Other States (22 states)

Source: Capps, Randolph, Fix, Michael E., and Jeffrey S. Passel (2002). The Dispersal of Immigrants in the 1990s. Immigrant Families and
Workers, Brief No. 2. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.
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Appendix B: A Snapshot of the U.S. Immigrant
and Foreign-Born Populations

Size and Growth

Total US. population, 2000 281,421,906
Foreign-born pop\llati(m,‘ 2000 31,107,889
Percent who were foreign-born, 2000 11
Percent of foreign-born population who arrived 1990-2000 43

Countries and Regions of Origin

Percent of foreign-born population in 2000 from top five countries of origin

Mexico 30
China 5
Philippines 4
India 3
Vietnam 3

Percent of foreign-born in 2000, by regions of origin

Latin America’ 52

Asia 26

Europe 16

Africa 3

North America 3
English Proficiency

Percent of the total US. population ages 5 or older
with limited English proficiency:? 8
Percent of foreign-born population ages 5 or older

with limited English proficiency:* 51

Poverty

Percent of residents living at or below the federal poverty level in 2000:*

Foreign-born 18
Native-born 12
Naturalized citizens 11
Noncitizens 23
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A Snapshot of the U.S. Immigrant and Foreign-Born Populations—continued

PAGE 14

Naturalized Citizens

Percent naturalized, by period of entry®

Before 1970 82
1970-1979 66
1980-1989 45
1990-2000 13
Legal Permanent Resident (LPR) population in 2002° 11.4 million
Population eligible to naturalize in 20027 7.8 million
Number of persons naturalized in fiscal year 20028 573,708

Unless otherwise noted, the source for these estimates is: US. Department of Commerce, Economics and Statistics
Administration, US. Census Bureau Census 2000.

TAs defined by US. immigration law, immigrants are persons lawfully admitted for permanent residence in the United
States. The number of foreign-born reflected in the Census 2000 data is the population residing in the U.S. born in a differ-
ent country to parents who were not U.S. citizens. The Census 2000 foreign-born population includes non-immigrants,
such as temporary workers, foreign students, and di as well as lized citizens.

2US. Census 2000 includes Mexico in Latin America rather than North America.

3As defined by the US. Census, persons with limited English proficiency are those who speak a language other than
English and speak English “well,” “not well,” or “not at all.”

*According to Census 2000, the federal poverty level in 2000 was an annual income of $17,050 for a family of four.

5To be eligible for citizenship, a foreign-born resident must be a legal permanent resident and have resided in the US. for
at least five years or at least three years if married to a US. citizen. For data tables, see Malone, Nolan, Baluja, Kaari F.,
Costanzo, Joseph M., and Cynthia J. Davis (2003). The Foreign-born Population: 2000. Washington, DC: US. Census Bureau.

SFor an explanation of the data on LPRs and the population eligible to naturalize, see Rytina, Nancy (2004). Estimates of
the Legal Permanent Resident Population and Proportion Eligible to Naturalize in 2002. Washington, DC: US. Department of
Homeland Security, Office of Immigration Statistics.

Rytina (2004).

8US. Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics: 2000. Washington, DC: US. Government Printing
Office.



Location

Arlington, VA

Dearborn, MI

Houston, TX
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Appendix C:

Focus Group Participant List

Name of Organization

Arlington County Department of Human Services

Boat People S.0.8.

Catholic Charities Immigration Legal Services

Center for Multicultural Human Services

Central American Resource Center (CARECEN)

City of Alexandria Department of Human Services

Fairfax County Public Schools Adult & Community Education
Hispanic Committee of Virginia

Newcomer Community Service Center

Northern Virginia Community College

Arlington Education and Employment Program (REEP)—Adult ESL Program
Virginia Office of Newcomer Services, Department of Social Services

Arab American and Chaldean Council

Arab Community Center for Economic and Social Services
Dearborn Schools Adult Education

Michigan Family Independence Agency

Henry Ford Community College-English Language Institute
International Institute of Metropolitan Detroit

Islamic Center Of America Women’s Society

Ttalian American Cultural Center

Latin Americans for Social and Economic Development, Inc.
Michigan Commission on Spanish Speaking Affairs
Michigan State Office of Adult Education

National Association of Yemeni Americans

Office of the Mayor of Dearborn

Jewish Community Center

Catholic Charities, Cabrina Center for Immigrant Legal Assistance
Harris County Clerk’s Office, Office of Beverly Kaufman, County Clerk
Houston Community College—Community and Adult Education
Mayor’s Office on Immigrant and Refugee Affairs (MOIRA)

Mexican Institute of Greater Houston

National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials (NALEO)-Houston

North Harris County Community College—Adult Education/EL Civics
Cy-Fair College—Project GREAT Center

Boat People S.0.S., Houston Branch Office

Texas Learns—Harris County Department of Education

The Alliance for Multicultural Community Services

YMCA International Services
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Lincoln, NE

Lowell, MA

Oakland, CA

Portland, OR
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Nebraska Appleseed Center for Law and Public Interest

Asian Community and Cultural Center

Catholic Social Services (Catholic Charities)

Lancaster County, City of Lincoln Health and Human Services
State of Nebraska Health and Human Services, Economic and Family Support System
Lincoln Action Program

Lincoln Literacy Center

Lincoln Public Schools-Federal Programs, Migrant Education
Nebraska Equal Opportunities Commission

Southeast Community College-ESL Program

State of Nebraska Mexican American Commission

African Assistance Center of Greater Lowell
Cambodian Mutual Assistance Association

Eliot Presbyterian Church

Enterprise Community, City of Lowell
International Institute of Lowell

Lao Family Mutual Association

Lowell Adult Education Center

Massachusetts Alliance of Portuguese Speakers
Massachusetts Office for Refugees and Immigrants
Middlesex Community College

Refugee and Immigrant Health Program, Massachusetts Department of Public Health
Saint Julie Asian Center

Asians for Job Opportunities in the Bay Area (AJOB)

Berkeley Adult School, Berkeley Unified School District

Catholic Charities of the Fast Bay

Childcare and Refugees Program Branch, State of California Department of Social Services
Fast Bay Refugee Forum

Family Bridges

Jewish Family and Children Services of the Fast Bay

Neighborhood Centers Adult School, Oakland Unified School District

Spanish Speaking Citizens Foundation

Supervisor Alice Lai-Bitker's Office, Alameda County Board of Supervisors

Asian Health and Service Center

City of Eugene, Human Rights Program, City Manager's Office
Clackamas Community College-ESL Program

Immigrant and Refugee Community Organization

Lutheran Community Services N.W.

Mt. Hood Community College~Adult Basic Skills Department
Office of the Governor

Oregon Department of Human Resources, Refugee Program Unit
Portland Community College—Adult Basic Skills Program
Russian Oregon Social Services

Sponsors Organized to Assist Refugees
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM RUTH ELLEN WASEM, PH.D.,
SPECIALIST IN IMMIGRATION POLICY, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE

a a2\ Congressional
& Research

Service
Memorandum June 5, 2007
TO: House Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees, Border

Security, and International Law
ATTN: Blake Chisam

FROM: Karma Ester (Immigration) 7-3036
LaVonne Mangan (Immigration) 7-5008
Abigail Rudman (Labor) 7-9519
Paul Janov (Labor) 7-6615
Gary Sidor (Social Security) 7-2588
Information Research Specialists
Knowledge Services Group

SUBJECT: Response to Questions on Immigration for June 6, 2007 Hearing

Per your request, we are providing responses to as many of your attached questions as
possible. Please note, for several questions, we have been unable to locate a source of
statistics.

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.

Cong ! Service W ington, D.C. 20540-7000
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How much does deportation cost per individual?

According to Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) officials, there is no way to determine these
costs.

How many individuals have been deported annually since 1986?

Aliens Expelled: Fiscal Years 1986 To 2005

Year Formal removals ' Voluntary departures 2
1986 24,592 1,586,320
1987 24,336 1,091,203
1988 25,829 911,790
1989 34,427 830,890
1990 30,039 1,022,533
1991 33,189 1,061,105
1992 43,671 1,105,829
1993 42,542 1,243,410
1994 45,674 1,029,107
1995 50,024 1,313,764
1996 69,680 1,573,428
1997 114,432 1,440,684
1998 173,146 1,570,127
1999 181,194 1,674,803
2000 186,391 1,675,827
2001 178,207 1,254,182
2002 150,788 934,463
2003 189,856 888,409
2004 204,290 1,036,133
2005 208,521 965,538

T Formal removals from the United States Pursuant to final orders of exclusion,

deportation, or removal

2 Voluntary departures from the United States that are verified by the Department
of Homeland Security. Voluntary departures are a form of relief from formal
removal, under which an alien is permitted to depart the United States voluntarily.
Most of the voluntary departures are of Mexican nationals who have been
apprehended by the U.S. Border Patrol and are returned to Mexico.

Note: Data for 1999 to 2005 reported as of January 2006.
Source: 2005 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, Office of Immigration Statistics, U.S. Department of
Homeland Security.
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3. How many immigration-related worksite enforcement cases have been brought annually since 19867

Note: The data available to CRS pertaining to worksite enforcement cases is presented below in the
Table, Employer-Related Worksite Enforcement Data. The data was compiled by the Department of
Homeland Security, Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) from the Performance Analysis System (PAS)
database. Please note that Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) no longer uses PAS to report
its enforcement actions for years after FY2003. Additional data was not readily available upon request.
The data presented below provides answers to questions #3 and #4.

Employer-Related Worksite Enforcement Data, FY1992-FY2003

All Prosecutions Employer Investigations

Year Contzgﬁons C]::)I;:l*)ilc?igs C_o?ril;iesled Warnings Inzz:if: l?ifn§|Final Orders)  Arrests
1992 - - 7.053 840 1,461 1,063 8.027
1993 10,189 40 6,237 758 1,302 944 7.630
1994 9.180 11 6.169 683 1.063 836 7.554
1995 11,110 52 5,283 550 1,055 909 10,014
1996 11,014 48 5.149 668 1,019 808 14,164
1997 15,219 48 1537 733 862 797 17,552
1998 20,768 48 7.788 642 1,023 535 13,914
1999 19,753 24 3.898 383 417 297 2.849
2000 20,007 49 1,966 282 178 180 953
2001 20,297 19 1,595 169 100 78 418
2002 20,483 25 2.061 124 93 13 451
2003 21.821 72 2.194 479 162 124 445

Source: CRS presentation of DHS OIS data from the PAS database.

Note: The “Total Convictions” column presents information on convictions across all categories of prosecutions, including
immigration violations, naturalization violations and other violations. Additionally, in terms of employer investigations, if
ICE believes that an employer has committed a violation of these provisions, the agency may issue the employer either a
warning or a Notice of Intent to Fine (NIF). Employers have 30 days to request a hearing before an Administrative Law
Judge in DOJ’s Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR) to contest a NIF. If no hearing is requested, ICE issues a
Final Order for civil money penalties. If a hearing is requested, the process may end in a Final Order, a scttlement, or a
dismissal. The “Arrest” column includes data on individuals arrested for criminal worksite violations under INA §274A,
as well as individuals arrested for immigration violations and placed in civil removal proceedings under INA §240. While
the criminal violation arrests include both U.S. citizens and noncitizens, only noncitizens are placed in civil removal
proceedings.

4. How many criminal prosecution cases have been brought against employers for immigration-related
offenses annually since 19867

See table provided for Question #3.
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What is the number of undocumented immigrants in the U.S.?

Note: Due to the lack of data available on the unauthorized population residing in the United States,
information to address questions #5 and #6 is compiled from data presented in Estimates of the
Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States: January 2005, by the Office of
Immigration Statistics, U.S. Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and The Size and Characteristics
of the Unauthorized Migrant Population in the U.S., by the Pew Hispanic Center. The Pew Hispanic
Center is a nonpartisan research organization supported by The Pew Charitable Trusts. Data
presented by DHS is based on the Public Use Microdata Sample of the 2004 American Community
Survey, and the Pew Hispanic Center data is based on the March 2005 Current Population Survey
(CPS). Both surveys are administered by the U.S. Census Bureau.

Components of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population: January 2005 (in thousands)

1) Foreign-born popul

a. Foreign-born population, entered 1980-2004 24,890
b. Adjustment for shift in reference date from July 1, 2004 to January, 2005 550

c. Adjustment for exclusion of group quarters in ACS 310

d. Undercount of nonimmigrants in ACS 140

e. Undercount of other legally resident immigrants (LPRs, recent refugee/asylee arrivals) in

ACS 390

f. Undercount of unauthorized immigrant population in ACS. 1,050
g. Estimated foreign-born population, January 1, 2005(a.+b.+c.+d.+e.+f.) 27,320
2) Legally resident popul

h. LPR, refugee, and asylee flow, entered 1980-2004 19,170
i. Mortality 1980-2004 1,010
j. Emigration 1980-2004 2,690
k. LPR, refugee, and asylee resident population, January 1, 2005 (h.-i.-j.) 15,470
|. Nonimmigrant population on January 1, 2005 1,350
m. Estimated legally resident population, January 1, 2005 (k.+I.) 16,820
3) Unauthorized immig| popul:

n. Estimated resident unauthorized immigrant population, 1/1/2005(g.-m.) 10,500

Note: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.
Source: Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States: January
2005, Office of Immigration Statistics, U.S. Department of Homeland Security.
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Most Unauthorized
Arrived Since 1990

2000-05
4.4 million - 40% & 1980s
(850,000 per year) \\1.8 million -16%
\ (180,000 per year)

1995-1999

2.9 million -- 26%
(575,000 per year)

11.1 Million in March 2005

Figure 1. Unauthorized Migrants by Period of Arrival: March 2005
Sousce: Pew Hispanic Center tabulations of augmented March 2005 Cusrent Population
Sutvey, adjusted for omissions. See Passel, Van Hook, and Bean 2006 for
discussion of methodology

1990-94
2.0 million -- 18%
(400,000 per year)

6. What is the number of undocumented immigrants whose households within the U.S. contain both
documented and undocumented family members?

Unauthorized Families’
Mixed Composition
Unauthorized i Adult Men
Chlldlfen \ 5.4 million

1.8 million , 58% of Adults

16% of all
unauthorized

U.S. Citizen

Children
3.1 milli
64% of kids Adult Women
3.9 million
Other Adults—375,000 42% of Adults

14.6 million in Unauthorized Families

Figure 6. Demographic Composition of Unauthorized Families:
March 2005

Source and Nntes Pew Hi ic Center i of d March 2005 Current
Survey, adjusted for omi An* d family” is one
where the head or spouse is an unauthorized migrant. Families, as defined here
ically nuclear famili ples, either married or unmarried, with

children (i any). Unselated single individuals are also treated as a “family.”
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7. What is the number of households headed by an undocumented immigrant but comprised of both
documented and undocumented family members within the U.S.?

“Mixed Status” Families
Common Among Una

With Only Couples
US Citizen Children 10% - sa0.000
b

Solo Women
11% - 730,000

No Children

o,
With Only a 95 3“f'im Solo Men
Non-Citizen PRty 37%
Children 2.4-2.5 million
1%
725,000 famllles
With Both
US Citizen & N
Non-Citizen Children Other
1.5% 30,000

% -- 460,000 families (“Mixed”)
6.6 Million Unauthorized Families

Figure 7. Unauthorized Families Classified by Composition:
March 2005
Source and Notes: Pew Hispanic Center tabulations of augmented March 2005 Current Population Survey,
adjusted for omissions. An “unauthorized family” is one where the head or spouse is an unauthorized migrant.

8. What is the number of undocumented immigrants with family members (spouse and minor children)
outside the U.S.?

No information located.

9. What is the number of family members (spouse and minor children) of undocumented immigrants residing
outside the U.S?

No information located.

10.  What is the number of people in the family backlog broken down by preference category and country of
chargeability?

According to U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (CIS), data is not available.

11.  What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by preference category and
country of chargeability?

According to U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (CIS), data is not available.

12. What percent of family-based beneficiaries "drop out" (i.e. do not complete processing) once a visa is
available per year since 19907

According to U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (CIS), data is not available.
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22. How many immigrants have entered the U.S. illegally each year since 19867

Period of Entry of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population:

January 2005 (in th ds)

POF Jan-05
Period of entry Number Percent
All years 10,500 100
2003-2004 990 9
2000-2002 2,070 20
1995-1999 3,130 30
1990-1994 2,090 20
1985-1989 1,160 1"
1980-1984 1,050 10

Note: Detail may not sum to totals because of rounding.

Source: Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the
United States: January 2005; Office of Immigration Statistics, Department of
Homeland Security, 2008.

23. How many immigrants overstayed their visas each year since 1986?

Note: Currently, there is no reliable data available to determine the number of visa overstays. According to the
Government Accountability Office (GAO) report Overstay Tracking is a Key Component of a Layered Defense
(GAO 04-82), there is no accurate list of overstays, due to weaknesses in DHS’s tracking system. The data
presented below was obtained from the 2006 Pew Hispanic Center report Modes of Entry for the Unauthorized
Migrant Population.

Modes of Entry for the Unauthorized Migrant Pop
Non-Immigrant Visa Outstayers 4 to 5.5 Million
Border Crossing Card Violators 250,000 to 500,000

Entered Legally with

Sub-total Legal Entries 4.5 to 6 Million
Evaded the Immigration
Entered lllegally without Inspection Inspectors and Border Patrol 6 to 7 million
Estimated Total Unauthorized Population in 2006 11.5 to 12 Million

Source: Pew Hispanic Center Estimates based on the March 2005 Current Population Survey and
Department of Homeland Security reports.

Available at http://pewhispanic.org/files/factsheets/19.pdf, as of June 5, 2007.
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26. What has been the unemployment rate of immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986?

Unemployment Rate of Foreign Born Workers

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006

Foreign born 7.0% | 6.1% | 5.3% | 4.8% [ 42% [ 52% [ 6.3% | 6.6% | 5.5% | 46% | 4.0%
Citizen 46% | 41% | 3.8% | 35% | 3.0% | 3.8% | 52% | 55% | 42% | 3.8% | 2.8%
Noncitizen 83% | 7.4% | 62% | 56% | 49% | 61% | 7.1% [ 7.3% [ 63% | 52% | 47%

Note: No data available from 1986-1996. Beginning in 2000, data incorporate population controls from
Census 2000.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) uses the terms “Foreign-Bom” in documentation. The
definition of “Foreign-Bom” according to the BLS is “persons residing in the United States who
were not U.S. citizens at birth. That is, they were born outside the United States or one of its
outlying areas such as Puerto Rico or Guam, to parents neither of whom was a U.S. citizen.
The foreign-born population includes legally admitted immigrants, refugees, temporary
residents such as students and temporary workers, and undocumented immigrants. The survey
data, however, do not separately identify the number of persons in these categories.” See p. 3
of Foreign-Born Workers: Labor Force Characteristics in 2006,
http://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/forbrn.pdf]

Source: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics

27. What has been the number of unemployed immigrants in the U.S. each year since 19867

Number of Unemployed Foreign-Born Workers (in thousands)

1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006
Foreign born 1,000 | 942 | 856 [ 790 [799 | 1,040 | 1,281 | 1,385 | 1,178 | 1,020 | 923
Citizen 234 238 | 238 | 228 |218 | 291 407 454 363 335 262
Noncitizen 776 704 | 618 |563 |581 | 749 873 931 816 685 660

Note: No data available from 1986-1996. Beginning in 2000, data incorporate population controls from Census 2000
Source: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics
28. What has been the unemployment rate of illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986?

No information located. The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not compile statistics on unauthorized
immigrants.

29. What has been the number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986?

No information located. The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not compile statistics on unauthorized
immigrants

30. What has been the unemployment rate of American workers each year since 19867

Unemployment Rate of Native-Born Workers
1996 | 1997 | 1998 | 1999 [ 2000 [ 2001 | 2002 | 2003 [ 2004 [ 2005 [ 2006
Native-born 53% | 4.8% | 4.4% | 4.1% | 4.0% | 4.7% | 5.7% | 5.9% | 5.5% | 5.2% | 4.7%

Note: No data available from 1986-1996. Beginning in 2000, data incorporate population controls from Census 2000.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) uses the terms “Native-Born” in documentation. The definition of “Native-Born”
according to the BLS is “persons bomn in the United States or one of its outlying areas such as Puerto Rico or
Guam or who were born abroad of at least one parent who was a U.S. citizen.”

Source: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics
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31. What has been the number of unemployed American workers each year since 1986?

Number of Unemployed Native-Born Workers (in thousands)

[1996 [ 1997 [ 1998 [ 1999 [ 2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2003 [ 2004 [ 2005 [ 2006

Native born [ 6,302 | 5,824 | 5,354 | 5,089 | 4,893 | 5,760 | 7,007 | 7,389 | 6,971 | 6,570 | 6,078

Note: No data available from 1986-1996. Beginning in 2000, data incorporate population controls from Census 2000
Source: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics

32. What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family-based preference each year
since 19907

No information located. The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not compile statistics on foreign-born
workers by immigration status.

33.  What is the number of unemployed immigrants who entered through a family-based preference each year
since 19907

No information located. The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not compile statistics on foreign-born
workers by immigration status.

34. What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through an employment-based preference
each year since 1990?

No information located. The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not compile statistics on foreign-born
workers by immigration status.

35.  What is the number of unemployed immigrants who entered through an employment-based preference
each year since 19907

No information located. The Bureau of Labor Statistics does not compile statistics on foreign-born
workers by immigration status.

36.  Given unlimited access, what is the number of people in the world who are willing come to the U.S. if they
could each year?

No information located.
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37. What are the naturalization rates, by year, for immigrants in the U.S. since 1970?

Persons Naturalized since 1970

Petitions Persons naturalized Petitions
Year filed Total Civilian Military Not reported denied
1970 114,760 110,399 99,783 10,616 - 1,979
1971 109,897 108,407 98,858 9,549 - 2,028
1972 121,883 116,215 107,740 8,475 - 1,837
1973 126,929 120,740 112,944 7,796 - 1,708
1974 136,176 131,655 124,807 6,848 - 2,210
1975 149,399 141,537 135,323 6,214 - 2,300
1976* 199,162 190,722 183,578 7,144 = 2,799
1977 186,354 159,873 154,568 5,305 - 2,845
1978 168,854 173,535 168,409 5126 - 3,894
1979 165,434 164,150 158,276 5874 - 3,987
1980 192,230 157,938 153,343 4,595 - 4,370
1981 171,073 166,317 162,227 4,090 - 4316
1982 201,507 173,688 170,071 3,617 - 3,994
1983 187,719 178,948 175,678 3,196 74 3,160
1984 286,440 197,023 192,113 2,965 1,945 3,373
1985 305,981 244,717 238,394 3,266 3,057 3,610
1986 290,732 280,623 275,352 2,901 2,370 5,980
1987 232,988 227,008 224,100 2,402 506 6,771
1988 237,752 242,063 239,541 2,296 226 4,304
1989 227,692 233,777 231,198 1,954 625 5,200
1990 233,843 270,101 246,845 1,630 21,626 6,516
1991 206,668 308,058 299,373 1,804 6,881 6,268
1992 342,238 240,252 222,519 5702 12,031 19,293
1993 521,866 314,681 303,211 7,069 4,401 39,931
1994 543,353 434,107 402,050 6,194 25,863 40,561
1995 959,963 488,088 474,169 3,862 10,057 46,067
1996 1,277,403 | 1,044,689 | 926,481 1,261 116,947 229,842
1997 1,412,712 | 598,225 534,756 538 62,931 130,676
1998 932,957 463,060 439,416 964 22 680 137,395
1999 765,346 839,944 742,749 712 96,483 379,993
2000 460,916 888,788 814,796 839 73,153 399,670
2001 501,643 608,205 576,671 749 30,785 218,326
2002 700,649 573,708 551,628 1,055 21,025 139,779
2003 523,370 463,204 449,650 3,870 9,684 91,599
2004 662,796 537,151 520,771 4,668 11,712 103,339
2005 602,972 604,280 589,269 4,614 10,397 108,247
- Represents zero.
*Includes the 15 months from July 1, 1975 to September 30, 1976 because the end date of fiscal
years was changed from June 30 to September 30
Source: 2005 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, Office of Immigration Statistics, U.S. Department of
Homeland Security.

38. What is the median annual income of an undocumented immigrant household?

No information located.
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39. Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year (both legal and otherwise), in what year
would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Information for projections of Social Security trust fund performance based on an assumption of zero net
immigration is not available.

Source for Questions #39 - #46: The Board of Trustees, Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Funds, The 2007 Annual Report of the Board of Trustees of the
Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance Trust Funds,
http:/fww.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/r07.pdf , pp. 151-152

40. Given a net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year (both legal and otherwise), in what
year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Long-range net immigration of 672,500 persons annually will result in the trust funds becoming
exhausted in 2039.

41.  Given a net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year (both legal and otherwise), in what
year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Assuming long-range net immigration of 900,000 persons annually would push trust fund exhaustion to
041.

42.  Given a net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year (both legal and otherwise), in what
year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Assuming long-range net immigration of 1.3 million persons annually would push trust fund exhaustion
to 2043.

43.  Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year, what would be the Social Security cost rate
decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Assumptions based on zero net immigration are not available.

44.  Given a net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year, what would be the Social Security
cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Program cost rates decrease with increasing rates of net immigration. The Trustees' report states, "The
cost rate decreases with increasing rates of net immigration because immigration occurs at relatively
young ages, thereby increasing the numbers of covered workers earlier than the numbers of
beneficiaries. Each additional 100,000 net immigrants increases the long-range actuarial balance by
about 0.07 percent of taxable payroll."

Ultimate net immigration per year

672,500 900,000 1,300,000

Summarized cost rate:

25-year: 2007-31 14.26 14.13 13.96
50-year: 2007-56 15.53 15.33 15.05
75-year: 2007-81 16.09 15.87 16.57

Source: Table created by CRS from data excerpted from The 2007 Annual Report of the Board
of Trustees of the Federal Old-Age and Survivors Insurance and Federal Disability Insurance
Trust Funds, Table VI.D3.
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45.  Given a net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year, what would be the Social Security
cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

See above table.

46.  Given a net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year, what would be the Social Security
cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

See above table.
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How much does deportation cost per individual?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many individuals have been deported annually since 19867

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many immigration-related worksite enforcement cases have been brought
annually since 19867

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many criminal prosecution cases have been brought against employers for
immigration-related offenses annually since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of undocumented immigrants in the U.S.?

Current Population Survey estimates of the labor force status of the foreign born do not
distinguish between the documented and undocumented population. An oft-cited study
by the Pew Hispanic Center estimates that the undocumented population numbered
between 11.5 and 12 million in March 2006.

‘What is the number of undocumented immigrants whose households within the U.S.
contain both documented and undocumented family members?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of h holds headed by an und ted immigrant but
comprised of both documented and undocumented family members within the U.S.?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of undocumented immigrants with family members (spouse
and minor children) outside the U.S.?
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DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of family members (spouse and minor children) of
undocumented immigrants residing outside the U.S?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of people in the family backleg broken down by preference
category and country of chargeability?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

DOL does not have data on the total number of people in the employment preference
waliting list since it is composed of:

1) Persons with petitions and/or immigrant adjustment applications pending with U.S.
Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) or before the Executive Office for
Tmmigration Review (EOTR).

Persons outside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa to

become available or their application for an immigrant visa to be adjudicated.

3) Persons with labor certifications pending at DOL.

4) Persons inside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa
number to become available.

2

=

There are approximately 40,000 persons waiting for a permanent labor certification from
DOL.

‘What percent of family-based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do not complete
processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What percent of employment-based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do not complete
processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
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information requested.

‘What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the family-based
preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the family-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the
employment-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the employment-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the humanitarian
categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the humanitarian categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of lawful permanent residents each yvear for the diversity-based
preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.
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‘What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made up of
the diversity-based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many immigrants have entered the U.S. illegally each year since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

How many immigrants overstayed their visas each year since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What has been the overall unemployment rate in the U.S. each year since 1986?
See table 1, below.
What is the number of unemployed individuals in the U.,S. each year since 1986?
See table 1, below.

‘What has been the unemployment rate of immigrants in the U.S. each year since
19862

See table 2, below. Note that the table lists values for all foreign-born persons, as well as
separate estimates for the foreign-born who have become U.S. citizens and those who are
non-citizens.

‘What has been the number of unemployed immigrants in the U.S. each year since
19867

See table 2, below. Note that the table lists values for all foreign-born persons, as well as
separate estimates for the foreign-born who have become U.S. citizens and those who are
non-citizens.

‘What has been the unemployment rate of illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year
since 19862

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.
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‘What has been the number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year
since 1986?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What has been the unemployment rate of American workers each year since 1986?

See table 2. Note that the table lists values for native-born Americans as well as foreign-
born persons who are U.S. citizens.

‘What has been the number of unemployed American workers each year since 1986?

See table 2. Note that the table lists values for native-born Americans as well as foreign-
born persons who are U.S. citizens.

‘What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family-based
preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of unemployed immigrants who entered through a family-based
preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through an
employment-based preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the number of unemployed immigrants who entered through an
employment-based preference each year since 1990?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given unlimited access, what is the number of people in the world who are willing
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come to the U.S. if they could each year?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

What are the naturalization rates, by year, for immigrants in the U.S. since 1970?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

‘What is the median annual income of an undocumented immigrant household?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year (both legal and
otherwise), in what vear would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year (both legal and
otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year (both legal and
otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhansted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year (both legal
and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year, what would be the
Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year, what would be

6
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the Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year, what would be
the Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Given a net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year, what would
be the Social Security cost rate decrease for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

DOL does not have responsibility for the referenced data and thus does not have the
information requested.

Responses to the Honorable Steve King

‘What is the number of people in the U.S. who are between the ages of 16 and 74 and
are not in the work force?

1n 2006, there were 61.5 million persons between 16 and 74 years old that were not in the
civilian labor force (which is defined as the sum of employed and unemployed persons).
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They represent about 29 percent of the civilian noninstitutional population age 16 to 74.
This percentage has remained essentially unchanged over the past decade.

If you agree, as you did at the hearing, with the statement that the sum total of the
economic strength of a nation is directly proportional to the productivity of each of
its people, then why does the Administration advocate legalizing a population that
makes up 4.7% of the workforce but contributes only 2.2% of its productivity?

T am not aware of credible data that supports the allegation that there exists a group that
comprises “4.7% of the workforce but contributes only 2.2% of its productivity?” Any
attempt to ascribe productivity differences to subgroups of the labor force is both
theoretically and empirically questionable. Such inferences are sometimes drawn on the
basis of lower educational attainment of one group compared to another. While it is
sometimes implied that lower educational attainment equates with lower labor
productivity, it should also be recognized that there are many situations in which joint
production makes it impossible to distinguish the separate productivities of individual
workers. Lower skilled workers may enable more highly skilled workers to achieve
greater productivity by focusing more of their efforts on the highest value-added
opportunities and avoiding routine activities (e.g., emptying the trash and sweeping the
office floor) that can be delegated to less skilled workers. Indeed it is arguable that the
total of cutput might be less in a mono-skilled economy in which everyone had the same
high educational attainment than in a diversely skilled economy in which division of
labor allows each individual to concentrate their efforts on their comparative advantages.
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1986-2006 annual averages

Unemployed
Persons
(in thousands)

1986 8,237
1987 7,425
1989 6,701
1990 6,528
1991 7,047
1992 8,628
1993 9,613
1994 8,940
1995 7,996
1996 7,404
1997 7,236

SOURCE: Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

Unemployment
Rate
(percent)
7.0
6.2
5.5
53
5.6
6.8
7.5
6.9
6.1

56

54

(

1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006

2007

Unemployed
Persons

in thousands)
6,739
6,210
5,880
5,692
6,801
8,378
8,774
8,149
7,591

7,001

Unemployment
Rate
(percent)
4.9
4.5
4.2
4.0
4.7
5.8
6.0
5.5
51

4.8
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Table 2a. Number of unemployed persons and unemployment rate by foreign-born status, 1996-
2006' annual averages {Note: because of rounding, subgroup counts may not add to grand
totals)
Unemployed Persons (in thousands)
Foreign-born

Year Total Native-born Total Citizen Noncitizen
19962 7,312 6,302 1,009 234 776
19972 6,766 5,824 942 238 704
1998 6,210 5,354 856 238 618
1999 5,880 5,089 790 228 563
2000 5,892 4,893 799 218 581
2001 6,801 5,760 1,040 291 749
2002 8,378 7,097 1,281 407 873
2003 8,774 7,389 1,385 454 931
2004 8,149 6,971 1,178 363 818
2005 7,591 6,570 1,020 335 685
2006 7,001 6,078 923 262 660

SOURCE: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor Statistics.

" In response to the increased demand for statistical information about the foreign bom, guestions on
nativity, citizenship, year of entry into the United States, and the parental nativity of respondents were
added to the Current Population Survey (CPS) beginning in January 1994. Prior to 1994, the primary
sources of data on the foreign born were the decennial census, two CPS supplements (conducted in Apri
1983 and November 1989), and, to some extent, information collected by the U.S. Citizenship and
Immigration Services. Data for 1994 and 1995 had problems and are not strictly comparable with data fo
1996 and subsequent years, thus, only data since 1996 are compiled by BLS.

2 The total number of unemployed and the unemployment rate for 1996 and 1997 differ slightly from
currently published figures because of the differences in the weights used to calculate these estimates.



181

Table 2b. Unemployment rate by foreign-born status, 1996-2006" annual averages (Note:
because of rounding, subgroup counts may not add to grand totals)

Unemployment Rate (percent)
Foreign-born

Year Total Native-born Total Citizen Noncitizen
19962 55 5.3 7.0 46 8.3
19972 5.0 4.8 6.1 4.1 7.4
1998 45 44 5.3 3.8 6.2
1999 4.2 4.1 4.8 35 56
2000 4.0 4.0 4.2 3.0 4.9
2001 4.7 47 52 3.8 6.1
2002 58 5.7 8.3 5.2 7.1
2003 6.0 5.9 6.6 55 7.3
2004 55 5.5 55 4.2 6.3
2005 5.1 5.2 4.6 3.8 5.2
2006 46 47 4.0 2.8 47

SQURCE: Unpublished foreign born tables, Current Population Survey, Bureau of Labor
Statistics.
' In response to the increased demand for statistical information about the foreign born,
questions on nativity, citizenship, year of entry into the United States, and the parental nativity
of respondents were added to the Current Population Survey (CPS) beginning in January
1994. Prior to 1994, the primary sources of data on the foreign born were the decennial
census, two CPS supplements (conducted in April 1983 and November 1989), and, to some
extent, information collected by the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. Data for 1994
and 1995 had problems and are not strictly comparable with data for 1996 and subsequent
Xears, thus, only data since 1996 are compiled by BLS.

The total number of unemployed and the unemployment rate for 1996 and 1997 differ slightly
from currently published figures because of the differences in the weights used to calculate
these estimates.
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM MICHAEL HOEFER, DIRECTOR OF THE
OFFICE OF IMMIGRATION STATISTICS (OIS), U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY, WITH ADDENDUM

Question#: | 1

Topic: | deportation cost

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How much does deportation cost per individual?
Answer:

The total cost from initial detention to removal of an alien is not tracked, as it varies
depending on the type of immigration proceeding and mode of removal (commercial air,
JPATS, Escorted/Unescorted, etc.). The average removal cost is $1000 and the average
detention cost is $2, 900 (based on a stay of 30 days and at a cost of $97 a day).
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Question#: | 2

Topic: | annual deportation

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many individuals have been deported annually since 1986?
Answer:

More than 2 million aliens have been formally removed from the United States during the
period from 1986-2005 (See Table 1). An additional 24 million aliens have been
removed under voluntary departure procedures during the 1986-2005 periods. Voluntary
departures are a form of relief from formal removal, under which an alien is permitted to
depart the United States voluntarily. Most of the voluntary departures are of Mexican
nationals who have been apprehended by the U.S. Border Patrol and are returned to
Mexico.

Table 1.

ALIENS REMOVED OR EXPELLED: FISCAL YEARS 1986 TO 2005
Year Formal removals ' | Voluntary departures *
1986 24,592 1,586,320
1987 24,336 1,091,203
1988 25,829 911,790
1989 34,427 830,890
1990 30,030 1,022,533
1991 33,189 1,061,105
1992 43.671 1.105.829
1993 42,542 1243.410
1994 45,674 1,029,107
1995 50,924 1,313,764
1996 69.680 1,573,428
1997 114,432 1,440,684
1998 173,146 1,570,127
1999 181,194 1,574,803
2000 186,391 1,675,827
2001 178,207 1,254,182
2002 150,788 934,463
2003 189,856 888,409
2004 204290 1,036,133
2005 208,521 965,538

! Formal removals from the United States pursuant to final orders
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Question#: | 2
Topic: | annual deportation
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

of exclusion, deportation, or removal.

% Voluntary departures from the United States that are verified by the Department of
Homeland Security. Voluntary departures are a form of relief from formal removal,
under which an alien is permitted to depart the United States voluntarily. Most of the
voluntary departures are of Mexican nationals who have been apprehended by the U.S.

Border Patrol and are returned to Mexico

Note: Data for 1999 to 2005 reported as of January 2006.

Source: U.S. Department of Homeland Security
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Question#: | 3

Topic: | worksite enforcement

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many immigration related worksite enforcement cases have been brought
annually since 19867

Answer:

The average annual number of administrative arrests as a result of worksite investigations
was more than 6,100 during 1992-1999, decreasing to an average of approximately 1,950
during 2000-03. Data on investigations completed are not available since 2003; however,
a complete series on administrative arrests resulting from employer sanctions
investigations is available since 1986 (Table 2). The average annual number of
administrative arrests was approximately 11,700 from 1995-99, reduced to 660 from
2000-04, but increased to 1,116 in Fiscal Year 2005, and reached 3,667 in Fiscal Year
2006.

TABLE 2

EMPLOYER INVESTIGATION ACTIVITIES OF THE INS AND ICE
IMMIGRATION INVESTIGATIONS PROGRAM

FISCAL YEARS 1986-2006

Notices of
Cases Intent to Final Administrativ
Fiscal Year | completed | Warnings Fine orders e Arrests

1986 968 NA NA NA 12,359
1987 1,749 NA NA NA 1,862
1988 7,953 1425 1,092 25 3912
1989 11,062 1,199 1,700 375 6,027
1990 10,069 1,375 1,278 898 5,352
1991 7,403 1,179 1,274 946 7,871
1992 7,053 840 1,461 1,063 8,027
1993 6,237 758 1,302 944 7,630
1994 6,169 683 1,063 836 7,554
1995 5,283 550 1,055 909 10,014
1996 5,149 668 1,019 808 14,164
1997 7,537 733 862 777 17,552
1998 7,788 642 1,023 535 13,914
1999 3,898 333 417 297 2,849
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Question#: | 3

Topic: | worksite enforcement

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

2000 1,966 282 178 180 953
2001 1,595 169 100 78 735
2002 2,061 124 53 13 485
2003 2,194 479 162 124 445
2004 NA NA NA NA 685
2005 NA NA NA NA 1,116
2006 NA NA NA NA 3,667

Employer investigations target employers of unauthorized aliens and include criminal
investigations, administrative investigations, auxiliary investigations, ICE Headquarters
Investigation Project, and Department of Labor ESA-91. In FY 2003, also includes
statistics pertaining to Work Site Enforcement National Interest Investigations.

NA - Not available

Sources:

Performance Analysis System (PAS), Department of Homeland Security (Fiscal Years
1986-2003) Treasury Enforcement Communications System (TECS) (Fiscal Years
2004-2006)
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Question#: | 4
Topic: | criminal prosecution cases
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many criminal prosecution cases have been brought against employers
for immigration related offenses annually since 1986?

Answer:

The number of prosecutions brought against employers is more appropriately directed to
the U.S. Department of Justice.
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Question#: | 5
Topic: | undocumented immigrants
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of undocumented immigrants in the U.S.?

Answer: The Office of Immigration Statistics estimated that there were 10.5 million
unauthorized residents in the United States as of January 1, 2005 and projects there were
approximately 12 million residents as of January 1, 2007.
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Question#: | 6
Topic: | documented and undocumented
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of undocumented immigrants whose households within
the U.S. contain both documented and undocumented family members?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of households
within the U.S. containing both documented and undocumented family members.




190

Question#: | 7
Topic: | household head
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of households headed by an undocumented immigrant but
comprised of both documented and undocumented family members within the U.S.?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of U.S.
households headed by an undocumented immigrant but comprised of both documented
and undocumented family members.
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Question#: | 8
Topic: | outside US
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of undocumented immigrants with family members
(spouse and minor children) outside the U.S.?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of undocumented
immigrants with family members outside the U.S.
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Question#: | 9
Topic: | family members
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of family members (spouse and minor children) of
undocumented immigrants residing outside the U.S?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the number of family
members (spouse and minor children) of undocumented immigrants residing outside the
United States; however, some older information is available that may be instructive. A
survey conducted of 1.66 million aliens who were granted legalization under the
Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of 1986 based on their residence in the
U.S. of at least 5 years found that these undocumented aliens had an estimated 60,000
spouses and 424,000 children living outside the United States.
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Question#: | 10

Topic: | family backlog

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of people in the family backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

There is currently no government system to determine the number of persons waiting for
a family or employment preference visa number. For many years, the U.S. Department
of State (DOS) published an estimate of the backlog for those abroad based on its files.
The State Department stopped publishing backlog totals in 2000 because by then it was
clear that an increasing percentage of intending immigrants were already in the United
States rather than abroad, and no data were available to estimate those inside the United
States.

The continuing lack of data on persons waiting for a visa number in the United States
makes backlog estimates very difficult to construct. The recent Senate bill (S. 1348) on
comprehensive immigration reform had a proposal that required an estimate of those
persons potentially eligible to immigrate who had been petitioned for before May 2005,
Based on that requirement, and limited to those petitioned for before May 2005, the DHS
estimates that approximately 4.2 million persons are in the family preference backlog as
of March 2007. The number of persons in the backlog who were petitioned for since
May 2005 is unknown, as is the distribution by country of chargeability. The distribution
by preference category is shown below:

Estimated Family Preference Backlog as of March 2007
Limited to Persons Petitioned for before May 2005

Category Number Percent

Family First (Unmarried Sons and

Daughters of Citizens) 373,000 9%
Family 2A (Unmarried Sons and

Daughters of LPRs) 680,000 16%
Family 2B (Unmarried Sons and

Daughters of LPRs) 799,000 19%
Family Third (Married Sons and

Daughters of Citizens) 692,000 16%
Family Fourth (Brothers and Sisters 1,690,000 40%
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Question#: | 10
Topic: | family backlog
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)
[ of Adult Citizens) [ [ |
| Total | 4234000 |  100% |

The estimates were based on the DOS list of persons waiting for a visa waiting abroad,
historical attrition rates in visa usage, historical distributions of those who adjust status
from within the United States as compared to those who enter with a visa, and estimates
of the number of persons with pending family petitions. These estimates will be updated
as the DOS refines their waiting lists.
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Question#: | 11

Topic: | employment backlog

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

The number of people in the employment backlog is more difficult to estimate than the
family backlog because 80 percent of employment preference immigrants typically adjust
from within the United States, and there is limited information is available on those
inside the United States.

The estimate of the number of persons in the employment preference waiting list as of
March 2007 is between 500,000 and 550,000 (excluding approximately 27,000 persons
awaiting a labor certification at the U.S. Department of Labor (DOL)). No estimates are
available by preference category or country of chargeability, however, there should be
very few persons waiting for a visa under the first preference because the category has
been current for many years. Within the second preference, nearly all of those waiting
should be from China (mainland) and India.

The estimate has three components:

1) Persons with petitions and/or immigrant adjustment applications pending at the
U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Service (USCIS) or before the Executive Office
for Immigration Review (EOIR).

2) Persons outside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa to
become available or their application for an immigrant visa to be adjudicated.

3) Persons inside the United States with approved petitions waiting for their visa
number to become available.
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Question#: | 12
Topic: | drop out
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percent of family based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do not complete
processing) once a visa is available per year since 19907

Questions 12-13 are more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of State, who
also testified at the hearing,
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Question#: | 13

Topic: | employment based

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percent of employment based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do not
complete processing) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

Questions 12-13 are more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of State, who
also testified at the hearing,
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Question#: | 14

Topic: | permanent residents

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the family

based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status under the family-based

preferences during FY's 2004-06 was 216,500: 134,300 were principals and 82,200 were

dependents (see Table 3).

Table 3

of Persons G

ted Lawful Per

Average Annual N

t Resident Status

By Major Category of Admission and Principal/Derivative Status: Fiscal Years 2004 to 2006

Total Principals Derivatives
Category of Admission Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Percent
Total 1,115,507 100.0 | 842,850 100.0 | 272,657 100.0
Family-sponsored preferences 216,518 19.4 | 134,282 159 | 82,236 30.2
Unmarried sons/daughters of U.S. citizens 25,514 23 18,482 22 7,031 26
Spouses and children of alien residents 101,933 9.1 84,619 10.0 17,314 6.4
Married sons/daughters of U.S. citizens 24,380 22 7,616 0.9 16,764 6.1
Siblings of U.S. citizens 64,692 58 23,565 28 41,127 151
Immediate refatives of U.S. citizens 478,810 42.9 | 478,443 56.8 367 0.1
Spouses 283,727 254 | 283,727 337 0 0.0
Parents 93,363 8.4 93,363 11 0 0.0
Children 101,087 9.1 100,720 11.9 367 0.1
Children born abroad to alien residents 634 0.1 634 0.1 0 0.0
Employment-based preferences 187,096 16.8 | 86,157 10.2 | 100,939 37.0
Priority workers 44,327 4.0 18,223 22 26,104 9.6
Professionals with advanced degrees 32,347 29 15,540 18 16,807 6.2
Skilled workers, professionals, unskilled
workers 101,654 9.1 | 48,128 57| 53,526 19.6
Special immigrants 8,360 0.7 4128 0.5 4,232 16
Investors 408 0.0 138 0.0 270 0.1
Diversity programs 46,930 4.2 | 24,358 29| 22571 8.3
Refugees and Asylees 143,549 12.9 78,878 9.4 64,671 237
Refugee adjustments 91,099 8.2 51,042 6.1 40,057 147
Asylee adjustments 52,449 4.7 | 27,836 33| 24614 9.0
Other categories 42,604 3.8 | 40,731 4.8 1,873 0.7

Source: U.S. Department of Homeland Security, Computer Linked Application Information Management System (CLAIMS), Legal Immigrant Data, Fiscal

Years 2004 to 2006.
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Question#: | 14
Topic: | permanent residents
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)
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Question#: | 15

Topic: | percentage

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the family based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Family-based preference immigrants accounted for 19.4 percent of all
immigrants admitted during FYs 2004-06. Family-based preference principals accounted
for 15.9 percent of all principals, and their family members accounted for 30.2 percent of
all derivatives (see Table 3.)
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Question#: | 16

Topic: | employment based

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the
employment based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status under the employment-
sponsored preferences during FYs 2004-06 was 187,100 86,000 were principals and
100,700 were dependents (see Table 3).
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Question#: | 17
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the employment based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Employment-sponsored preference immigrants accounted for 16.8 percent of all
immigrants admitted during FY's 2004-06. Employment-sponsored preference principals
accounted for 10.2 percent of all principals, and their family members accounted for 36.9

percent of all derivatives (see Table 3.)
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Question#: | 18
Topic: | humanitarian
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the
humanitarian categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status as refugees or asylees
during FY's 2004-06 was 143,500: 78,900 were principals and 64,700 were dependents
(see Table 3 in the answer to question 22).
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Question#: | 19
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the humanitarian categories (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Refugees and asylees accounted for 12,9 percent of all immigrants admitted
during FYs 2004-06. Refugee and asylee principals accounted for 9.4 percent of all
principals, and their family members accounted for 23.7 percent of all derivatives.
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Question#: | 20
Topic: | diversity based
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of lawful permanent residents each year for the diversity
based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: The average number of persons granted LPR status under the diversity program
during FYs 2004-06 was 46,900: 24,400 were principals and 22,600 were dependents.
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Question#: | 21
Topic: | percentage
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What percentage of the total of lawful permanent residents each year is made
up of the diversity based preference (broken down by category and by derivative)?

Answer: Diversity immigrants accounted for 4.2 percent of all immigrants admitted
during FY's 2004-06. Diversity principals accounted for 2.9 percent of all principals, and
their family members accounted for 8.3 percent of all derivatives.
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Question#: | 22
Topic: | Entering U.S.
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many immigrants have entered the U.S. illegally each year since 1986?

Answer:

The number of immigrants who enter the United States illegally each year is unknown;
however, the Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) estimates that the net increase in the
resident illegal alien population has averaged approximately 500,000 persons per year
since 1990. The gross number of entrants exceeds 500,000 by an unknown amount.
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Question#: | 23
Topic: | visa overstays
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: How many immigrants overstayed their visas each year since 1986?

Answer: The number of persons who overstay each year is unknown, but some estimates
from the early 1990s place the percentage of illegal immigrants who overstayed their
visas at between 30 and 40 percent.
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Question#: | 24

Topic: | unemployment

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the overall unemployment rate in the U.S. each year since
19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 25
Topic: | number of unemployed
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the number of unemployed individuals in the U.S. each year since

19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 26
Topic: | immigrant unemployment
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the unemployment rate of immigrants in the U.S. each year

since 19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 27
Topic: | number of unemployed immigrants
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the number of unemployed immigrants in the U.S. each year

since 19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 28

Topic: | illegal immigrant unemploy ment rate

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the unemployment rate of illegal immigrants in the U.S. each
year since 19867

Answer: The unemployment rate of illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986
is unknown.
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Question#: | 29

Topic: | number of unemployed illegal immigrants

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each
year since 19867

Answer: The number of unemployed illegal immigrants in the U.S. each year since 1986
is unkown.
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Question#: | 30
Topic: | american workers
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the unemployment rate of American workers each year since

19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Topic: | number of unemployed American workers
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What has been the number of unemployed American workers each year since

19867

Answer: This will be more appropriately answered by the U.S. Department of Labor,
who also testified at the hearing.
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Question#: | 32
Topic: | family based
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family
based preference each year since 19907

Answer:

The unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through a family based preference
each year since 1990 is unknown.
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Topic: | employment based
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through an
employment based preference each year since 1990?

Answer:

The unemployment rate for immigrants who entered through an employment based
preference each year since 1990 is unknown.
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Question#: | 34

Topic: | unlimited access

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: Given unlimited access, what is the number of people in the world who are
willing come to the U.S. if they could each year?

Answer:

The number of people who want to come to the United States is unknown, but an
indicator of the large number of people who wish to immigrate is the numbers who apply
for the 50,000 visas available under the Diversity Lottery each year. Persons applying
need to have either a high school education or its equivalent, defined as successful
completion of a 12-year course of elementary and secondary education; or two years of
work experience within the past five years in an occupation requiring at least two years of
training or experience to perform. Nationals from the leading immigrant countries are
not allowed to participate in the program. Despite the exemption of the 18 leading
countries, there were over 6.4 million applications in 2008. Taking into account
dependents, there were more than 10 million participants.
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Question#: | 35

Topic: | naturalization rates

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What are the naturalization rates, by year, for immigrants in the U.S. since
19707

Answer:

Approximately 60 percent of immigrants entering from 1973 to 1985 have naturalized as
of 2005. Immigrants may naturalize any time after 5 years of lawful permanent residence
so the rate of naturalization for this cohort of immigrants will continue to increase in the
future. Immigrants admitted since 1985 have lower overall rates because they have been
in the U.S. for fewer years, but they have a higher rate of naturalization 10 years after
they immigrated compared to earlier cohorts. About 33 percent of immigrants admitted
before 1986 had naturalized after 10 years, while between 45 and 50 percent of
immigrants admitted from 1992-95 had naturalized after 10 years residence. It is not
known whether the recent increase in naturalization after 10 years will result in an
increase in lifetime naturalization rates, or simply more rapid naturalization.
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Question#: | 36
Topic: | median annual income
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: What is the median annual income of an undocumented immigrant household?

Answer: There is no government source of information on the median annual income of
an undocumented immigrant household; however, some older information is available
that may be instructive. A survey conducted of 1.66 million aliens who were granted
legalization under the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) of 1986 based on
their residence in the U.S. of at least 5 years found that the median annual income was
$15,364 in 1987. The mean family income for undocumented households was $18,196,
which compared to the U.S. resident mean of $30,853 in 1987.
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Question#: | 37

Topic: | social security

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question:
Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year (both legal and otherwise),
in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

As shown in Table VI.D3 of the 2007 Trustees Report, a reduction in annual ultimate net
immigration of about one-fourth (from 900,000 to 672,500) would result in acceleration
of the Trust Fund exhaustion date by about 1.4 years (this rounds to 2 years, from 2041 to
2039, in the 2007 Trustees Report). A complete elimination of net immigration going
forward would accelerate the exhaustion year of the Trust Funds by approximately 6
years, from 2041 to 2035.

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year (both
legal and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund would be exhausted in 2039 assuming 672,500
immigrants per year. These results reflect the Trustees’ high-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other assumptions the same as for the intermediate
alternative II “best estimate.” (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D.
Long-range Sensitivity Analysis, Table V1.D3, D3,
http://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI LRsensitivity html#wp92900).

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year (both
legal and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund would be exhausted in 2041 assuming 900,000
immigrants per year. This represents the Trustees’ intermediate alternative Il estimate.
(Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D. Long-range Sensitivity
Analysis, Table VL.D3,
http://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity.html#wp92900).

Question:
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Question#: | 37

Topic: | social security

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year {both
legal and otherwise), in what year would the Social Security trust fund be exhausted?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund would be exhausted in 2043 assuming 1,300,000
immigrants per year. These results reflect the Trustees’ low-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other assumptions the same as for the intermediate
alternative II best estimate. (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D.
Long-range Sensitivity Analysis, Table VLD3,

http://www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).

Question:
Given a net immigration assumption of 0 immigrants per year, what would be the Social
Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

Table VI.D3 of the 2007 Trustees Report shows summarized 25-year, 50-year, and 75-
year cost rates under a reduction in ultimate annual net immigration of about one-fourth
from Alternative Il assumptions (from 900,000 to 672,500). A complete elimination of
net immigration going forward would result in an increase in summarized cost rates from
alternative IT projections, which is about four times the projected increase going from net
annual ultimate immigration of 900,000 individuals to 672,500 individuals. The
summarized cost rates would increase from 14.13 percent of payroll to about 14.55 for
the 25-year period, from 15.33 to about 16.13 percent for the 50-year period, and from
15.87 to about 16.75 percent of payroll for the 75-year period.

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 672,500 immigrants per year, what
would be the Social Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund summarized cost rates assuming 672,500 immigrants per
year would be: 14.26 percent of taxable payroll for the 25-year period from 2007-31,
15.53 percent for the 50-year period from 2007-56, and 16.09 percent for the 75-year
period from 2007-81. This result reflects the Trustees’ high-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other estimates the same as the alternative II best-
estimate assumptions. (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D. Long-
range Sensitivity Analysis, Table VI.D3,

http//www ssa gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).
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Question#: | 37

Topic: | social security

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Zoc Lofgren

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 900,000 immigrants per year, what
would be the Social Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund summarized cost rates assuming 900,000 immigrants per
year would be: 14.13 percent of taxable payroll for the 25-year period from 2007-31,
15.33 percent for the 50-year period from 2007-56, and 15.87 percent for the 75-year
period from 2007-81, This represents the Trustees’ alternative II estimates (best
estimates). (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VL, D. Long-range
Sensitivity Analysis, Table VI.D3,
http//www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).

Question:
Given an ultimate net immigration assumption of 1,300,000 immigrants per year, what
would be the Social Security cost rates be for a 25, 50, and 75-year period?

Answer:

The Social Security Trust Fund summarized cost rates assuming 1,300,000 immigrants
per year would be: 13.96 percent of taxable payroll for the 25-year period from 2007-31,
15.05 percent for the 50-year period from 2007-56, and 15.57 percent for the 75-year
period from 2007-81. These results reflect the Trustees’ low-cost assumption with regard
to total net immigration, but with all other assumptions the same as for the intermediate
alternative 1l best estimates. (Source: 2007 OASDI Trustees Report, Appendix VI, D.
Long-range Sensitivity Analysis, Table V1.D3,
http//www.ssa.gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/VI_LRsensitivity. html#wp92900).
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Question#: | 38

Topic: | percentage of illegal border crossers

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Steve King

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

https://ect.dhs gov/ig/workflow_edit.aspx?cid=690360&tabid=

Question: What percentage of illegal border crossers are interdicted/apprehended while
trying to enter the United States illegally?

Answer:
No reliable information is available on the percentage of illegal border crossers are
interdicted/apprehended while trying to enter the United States illegally.
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Question#: | 39

Topic: | population eligible to naturalize

Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform

Primary: | The Honorable Steve King

Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

Question: When explaining the declining naturalization rates quoted from Appendix B of
the USCIS pamphlet Helping Immigrants Become New Americans: Communities

Discuss the Issues you said that one factor is that some lawful permanent residents go
back to their native countries. However, if they have abandoned their lawful permanent
resident status they can no longer be considered as being eligible to naturalize. Your
figures appear to include only those who are eligible to naturalize. In fact, the 2002
figure specifically states that it represents the “Population eligible to naturalize in 2002.”
Can you clarify your explanation?

Answer: The USCIS pamphlet titled “Helping Immigrants Become New Americans:
Communities Discuss the Issues” cites data from multiple sources. The first part of the
table at the top of page 14 showing percent naturalized by period of entry is based on
population data from the 2000 census. The bottom half of the table provides information
developed by the Office of Immigration Statistics showing estimates of the number of
lawful permanent residents in the United States as of 2002 (11.4 million), the number
eligible to naturalize (7.8 million), and the number of persons who naturalized in Fiscal
Year 2002 (574,000). Twas confused as to the source of the data quoted at the hearing so
my answer was not as clear as it could have been.

Tt is true that the number eligible to naturalize provided in the bottom section of the table
only include those in the United States, but the question I was asked was whether the
trend in persons naturalized has increased or decreased. The data provided in the report
can not answer the question. Tn fact, the first part of the table on page 14 shows the
naturalization proportions for the population as of 2000. The percent naturalized is
highest for those immigrating before 1979 because they have had more years to
naturalize and it is likely that those who didn’t naturalize have emigrated, further
inflating the percent naturalized. Those that entered between 1990-2000 had the lowest
percent naturalized partly because some are not eligible to naturalize (i.e. they are here
illegally or haven’t met the residence requirement).

The only way to determine if naturalization rates are increasing or decreasing is to follow
legal immigrant cohorts over time as provided in my written testimony and in response to
question 37. It is difficult to conclusively determine if naturalization rates have changed
over time because the rates can always change for a particular immigrant cohort until all
have died. We have found that about 60 percent of legal immigrants eventually
naturalize but the percent of those who naturalize after 10 years has increased from 34
percent for those entering as immigrants from 1981-85 to 46 percent for those entering
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Question#: | 39
Topic: | population eligible to naturalize
Hearing: | Comprehensive Immigration Reform
Primary: | The Honorable Steve King
Committee: | JUDICIARY (HOUSE)

from 1991-95. This does not necessarily mean that the eventual rates are increasing;
instead, the only conclusion that can be drawn at this time is that aliens are naturalizing
sooner. It will take years to determine if the 1991-95 immigrant cohort naturalizes at a

higher rate than those who entered in 1981-85.

A Fact Sheet titled “Naturalization Rate Estimates: Stock vs. Flow,” which is available
on the OIS website and is attached may provide further explanation for interpreting
naturalization rate information. We developed this fact sheet because many of our data
users were confused between population (stock) and administrative (flow) data, and how

to interpret each set of data.
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ADDENDUM

Naturalization Rate Estimates:

Stock vs. Flow

DEREKH D. F. CORNWELL

A commonly asked question about naturalization is whether immigrants from certain countries are
more likely to become U.S. citizens than immigrants from other countries. Two primary data sources
commonly used to calculate naturalization rates are the U.S. Census Bureau’s decennial census and
surveys, and the administrative records of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Naturalization
rates computed from these two data sources, however, may be quite different. This Office of
Immigration Statistics Fact Sheet explains why this happens and provides illustrative examples.

BACKGROUND

To understand why naturalization rates calculated from
DHS and Census data differ, it is first important to
understand the difference between a stock and a flow
(see Box 1).

Census data provide a cross sectional snapshot of the
foreign-born population or “stock” living in the United
States at a given point in time by citizenship status
and year of entry. These data measure the proportion
of the foreign born population at a point in time that
is mnaturalized. However, this does not provide an
indication of the frequency with which immigrants are
naturalizing. The numerator — namely, the naturalized
citizen population — consists of the survivors of same-
year entry cohorts of immigrants reduced by mortality
and emigration. The denominator — namely, the total
foreign-born population — includes many noncitizens,
such as temporary workers, foreign students, and
undocumented immigrants, who are not eligible to
naturalize as of the survey date. Thus, the denominator
does not exclusively capture the subset of the foreign-
born population that is at risk to naturalize.

Since 1973, DHS has maintained data electronically from
theapplications of immigrants who are granted LPR status
and naturalize. These data essentially capture the “flow”
of LPRs and persons naturalizing. By matching LPR and
naturalization records for the same individuals, natural-
ization rates may be calculated for persons who obtained
LPR status at the same time (e.g. same-year). The DHS
naturalization rates measure the number of immigrants
who have naturalized as a proportion of all those who

Homeland
Security

Box 1.
Definitions of Stock vs. Flow

Stock: The population at a point in time. Example: the
number of naturalized citizens residing in the United
States on January 1, 2004.

Flow: Additions (or subtractions) to the existing stock
during a specified period of time. Example: the number
of persons who naturalized during each year 1975
through 2004.

obtained LPR status at the same time and are thus eligible
to naturalize. In this respect, rates calculated from DHS
data more accurately reflect the propensity of LPRs to
naturalize than do the rates obtained from Census data
(proportion naturalized). The DHS rates, however, are
based on data from 1973 through 2004. Naturalization
tends to be concentrated in the first few decades of
eligibility although there is no age limit. While DHS rates
calculated for LPRs in the 1970s cohorts are relatively
complete, the rates for the 1990s cohorts are relatively
incomplete and do not provide an accurate representation
of lifetime likelihood of naturalization. In addition, DHS
naturalization rates are based on all LPRs and do not include
adjustments for subsequent emigration or mortality.

METHOD

Naturalization rates calculated from DHS and Census
data were compared for two cohorts: 1975 and 1995.
The 2004 American Community Survey (ACS) was the
source for Census data. For the ACS, the cohorts were
approximated by year of entry. This approximation is

Office of Immigration Statistics
POLICY DIRECTORATE
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Table 1:

9

DHS and ACS Naturalization “Rates” of Immigrants Ages 16 and Over from Ten Largest Source Countries

Department of Homeland Security American Community Survey

Year of LPR status Year of entry

1975 1995 1975 1995

Percent Percent Percent Percent
Total naturalized | Total LPR naturalized | Total foreign- citizen Total foreign- citizen
LPR flow | through 2004, flow | through 2004 | born population | in 2004 | born population | in 2004
283,010 s8| 572,672 46 491,053 76 987,311 28
Mexico 41,045 a7 71,800 18 127,598 54 314,682 11
Philippines. . . ............ 25,080 71 40,022 51 27,661 86 41,222 45
Vietnam. 1,760 78 34,660 68 101,387 92 39,861 56
€ Salvador . 1,680 70 10,185 27 10,909 68 30,433 12
China': .o : 14,375 72 26,496 53 13,714 98 41,708 38
India . . 13,670 71 30,869 58 17,973 95 43,788 32
Korea = smsiones 2 e 17,085 71 12,200 39 14,027 86 10,948 25
Dominican Republic . . . . 9,247 53 22,583 18 4,767 20 24,987 23
Jamaica. .. ......... 6,039 61 12,148 42 9,642 90 18,442 45
Haltl s geamanan sssvnie 3,845 64 10,773 37 6,495 84 12,553 40

*Total includes all sending countries.

Note: Ten largest source countries are ranked based on each country's contribution to the total foreign-born population residing in the United States according to the 2004 American Community Survey.

Source: U.S. Department of Homeland Security and U.S. Census Bureau.

necessary because the ACS does not ask non-citizens about their
legal status, which means the date LPR status was granted cannot
be determined. For DHS data, the two cohorts were represented
by persons who obtained LPR status in either 1975 or 1995 and
who may have naturalized through 2004. Both the ACS and DHS
data were restricted to persons ages 16 and over because the lower
bound for DHS naturalization data is 18 years.

FINDINGS

The results reported in Table 1 demonstrate that estimates of
cohort naturalization rates can vary widely depending on the data
source used to estimate them. According to the ACS, for example,
the “rate” of naturalization for the 1975 year of entry cohort was
76 percent as of 2004. By contrast, the DHS rate of naturalization
for the 1975 LPR cohort was only 58 percent through fiscal year
2004. On the other hand, while the ACS reports a naturalization
rate of 28 percent through 2004 for the 1995 cohort, the DHS rate
for the 1995 LPR cohort is 46 percent. Relying on ACS data to cal-
culate the naturalization rates can give estimates quite wide of the
mark compared with estimates obtained from DHS data.

The naturalization rates calculated from the two data sources also
differ by country of origin. For the 1975 cohort, the ACS indi-
cates that, of the ten largest sending countries listed in Table 1, the
three with the highest naturalization rates as of 2004 were China
(98 percent), India (95 percent), and Vietnam (92 percent).
The countries with the lowest naturalization rates were Mexico
(54 percent), El Salvador (68 percent), and Haiti (84 percent). With
the sole exception of Mexico, which retained the lowest natural-
ization rate across data sources, these rankings change when DHS
data are used. For the 1975 LPR cohort, the sending countries with
the highest naturalization rates are Vietham (78 percent), China
(72 percent),and the Philippines, India,and Korea (allat 7 I percent).
Naturalization rates were lowest for LPRs from Mexico (47 percent)
and the Dominican Republic (53 percent). This general pattern also

holds for the more recent 1995 cohort. For this cohort, immigrants
from Vietnam had the highest rate of naturalization through 2004
according to the ACS and DHS (56 and 68 percent, respectively). A
similar result holds for the lowest end of the distribution as well,
as the 1995 Mexican cohort again had the lowest rate of naturaliza
tion according to both data sources.

The potential for large disparities in naturalization rates is also
demonstrated by examining the 1995 Haitian cohort in particu-
lar. As noted above, the ACS estimates suggest that Haitians who
entered the United States in 1995 were in the upper half of the top
ten source countries with respect to naturalization, which would
make them among the most likely groups among the top sending
countries to have naturalized as of 2004. The DHS estimates, on the
other hand, suggest that the 1995 Haitian LPR cohort was in the
bottom half of the ten-country naturalization distribution. Accord-
ingly, the results indicate that, relative to the same cohort from the
top ten sending countries, this group was actually among the least
likely to naturalize through 2004. Again, this result underscores
the idea that estimating and comparing naturalization rates based
on ACS and DHS data will yield different results.

CONCLUSION

This analysis illustrated the differences that result when calculating
and comparing naturalization rates for immigrants from different
countries using ACS and DHS data. Because the rate of naturalization
is conceptually more similar to a measure of flow than stock, and
eligibility to naturalize is restricted to a certain subset of immigrants
(LPRs), data sources that capture both these characteristics will
produce more accurate naturalization estimates than data sources
that do not. Consequently, DHS data, which covers the population
at risk to naturalize as well as the naturalization flow over time, are
better suited than aggregate cross-sectional data sources, such as
the ACS, to gauge immigrants’ propensity to naturalize.

DHS Office of Immigration Statistics
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS FROM CHARLES OPPENHEIM, CHIEF,
VIsA CONTROL AND REPORTING DIVISION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#10)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration reform:
Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:
What is the number of people in the family backlog broken down by preference
category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

The following two charts reflect the current status of the family categories both in
terms of total applications pending and country of chargeability for applicants
registered abroad. The charts do not reflect those who may adjust status in the
United States. Chart 1 shows the country breakout by family category for the
countries with the largest numbers. Chart 2 gives the status of active immigrant
visas by family category. No other single country has a significant number of
applicants. The Department can provide specifics on any particular country at the

Committee’s request.
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CHART 1
ACTIVE IMMIGRANT VISA APPLICANTS
Registered at the National Visa Center

Family Preference Categories

Foreign

State F1 F2A F2B F3 F4 Total
China 2,231 5,453 17,110 19,610 106,954 151,358
India 1,183 3,702 8,404 29,682 85,822 128,793
Mexico 46,065 221,293 218,356 58,452 445,424 989,590
Philippines 41,872 12,043 47,738 129,031 192,078 422,762
All Others 75,767 119,517 187,774 210,635 479575 1,073,268
Grand

Total 167,118 362,008 479,382 447,410 1,309,853 2,765,771
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CHART 2
ACTIVE IMMIGRANT VISA APPLICANTS
Registered at the National Visa Center

Family Preference by Calendar Year of Petition

Family
F1 F2A F2B F3 F4  Total
1980 0 0 0 0 991 991
1981 0 0 0 0 656 656
1982 0 0 0 0 977 977
1983 0 0 0 0 2317 2,317
1984 0 0 0 0 12244 12,244
1985 0 0 0 0 13056 13,056
1986 0 0 0 0 13344 13,344
1987 0 0 0 0 15588 15,588
1988 195 27 61 544 16476 17,303
1989 356 10 3 555 16500 17,452
1990 449 21 80 1418 18756 20,724
1991 1295 81 481 10375 21584 33,816
1992 9714 302 50830 23560 17473 101,879
1993 9485 254 43658 25814 21085 100,296
1994 7401 620 29305 17406 39678 94,410
1995 8360 2318 22437 15595 79800 128,510
1996 9903 2736 28240 14254 103912 159,045

1997 10941 5057 55035 17652 135761 224,446
1998 8902 6580 38699 19248 113958 187,387
1999 8041 11882 23540 50919 105791 200,173
2000 10487 27407 24281 75264 114625 252,064
2001 23133 125197 49550 71572 317103 586,555

2002 15993 42224 27221 28008 79780 193,226
2003 13272 46254 27086 21006 21590 129,208
2004 12226 59043 32987 21007 9159 134,422
2005 11321 26394 19008 22420 11223 90,366
2006 5644 5601 6852 10793 6426 35,316

Grand Total 167,118 362,008 479,382 447,410 1,309,853 2,765,771

As of March 27, 2007
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#11)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration
reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:

What is the number of people in the employment backlog broken down by
preference category and country of chargeability?

Answer:

The following two charts reflect the current status of the employment
categories both in terms of total applications pending and country of
chargeability for applicants registered abroad. The charts do not reflect
those who may adjust status in the United States. Chart 1 shows the country
breakout by employment category for the countries with the largest numbers
of applicants. Chart 2 gives the status of active immigrant visas by
employment category. No other single country has a significant number of
applicants. The Department can provide specifics on any particular country

at the Committee’s request.
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EMPLOYMENT PREFERENCE CATEGORIES

CHART 1
Foreign
State El
China 251
India 232
Mexico 137
Philippines 35
All Others 2,644
Grand 3,299

Total

E2
508
1,992
17

31
1,357

3,905

E3
3,069
8,067

903

21,963

13,292

47,294

EW
1,516
71
316
292
1,028

4,123

ES
93

178

271

Total
5,438
10,406
1,412
22,342
19,848

59,446



235

CHART 2
ACTIVE IMMIGRANT VISA APPLICANTS
Registered at the National Visa Center

Employment Preference by Calendar Year of Petition

Grand
E1 E2 E3 EW 3rd 4th Sth Total
Total Total Total
1988 0 0 6 208 214 0 0 214
1989 0 0 2 3 5 0 0 5
1990 0 0 6 24 30 0 0 30
1991 0 0 0 5 0 0 5
1992 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 3
1993 0 1 1 2 0 0 3
1994 5 2 8 12 20 5 0 32
1995 4 3 42 1 43 2 0 52
1996 1 7 40 0 40 3 0 51
1997 3 10 71 2 73 2 3 91
1998 7 13 124 6 130 7 0 157
1999 10 19 110 7 117 2 0 148
2000 33 30 255 16 271 5 1 340
2001 76 190 2508 213 2721 34 0 3021
2002 146 222 4052 293 4345 31 0 4744
2003 281 343 5456 765 6221 64 0 6909
2004 491 468 5952 331 6283 203 9 7454
2005 970 889 10732 1713 12445 142 24 14470
2006 1230 1696 17873 520 18393 54 211 21584
2007 42 12 56 0 56 0 23 133

Grand 3299 3905 47294 4123 51417 554 271 59446
Total

Applicants on file at NVC as of March
27, 2007
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#12)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration
reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:

What is the percent of family-based beneficiaries “dropout™ (i.e. do not
complete process) once a visa is available per year since 1990?

Answer:

When a numerically controlled family preferences case is eligible for
processing which could lead to the issuance of a visa, the State Department’s
National Visa Center sends out an “agent of choice™ letter. This letter is
notification that action on the case may be initiated, and that the applicants
should reply back to the National Visa Center. The following chart shows
the percentages of applicants who did not respond to notifications sent prior

to April 30, 2006.

Category Notified No Response Percentage
F1 75,938 10,450 13.8%
F2A 170,412 48,693 28.6%
F2B 119,580 43,853 36.7%
F3 33,273 4,272 12.8%
F4 187.601 53.665 28.6%

Average 586,804 160,933 27.4%
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Questions for the Record Submitted to
Mr. Charles Oppenheim by
Chairwoman Zoe Lofgren (#13)
Subcommittee on Immigration, Citizenship, Refugees,
Border Security and International Law
House Committee on the Judiciary Comprehensive Immigration
reform: Government Perspectives on Immigration Statistics
June 6, 2007

Question:

What is the percent of employment-based beneficiaries “drop out” (i.e. do
not complete processing) once a visa is available per year since 19907
Answer:

When a numerically controlled employment-based case is eligible for
processing which could lead to the issuance of a visa, the State Department’s
National Visa Center sends out an “agent of choice™ letter. This letter is
notification that action on the case may be initiated, and that the applicants
should reply back to the National Visa Center. The following chart shows
the percentages of applicants who did not respond to notifications sent prior

to April 30, 2006.

Category Notified No Response Percentage
E1l 950 82 8.6%
E2 467 61 13.1%
E3 10,950 742 6.8%
EW 485 68 14.0%
E4 599 38 6.3%

Average 13,451 991 7.4%
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ADDITIONAL ANSWER TO QUESTION POSED DURING THE HEARING BY THE HONORABLE
ZOE LOFGREN FROM CHARLES OPPENHEIM, CHIEF, VISA CONTROL AND REPORTING

D1visSION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

June 6, 2007
Charles Oppenheim
Page 71

Lines 1457 - 1467

Ms. Lofgren. I am interested in the inadmissibility grounds on Figure 16.

By far, the greatest on the bar chart is immigration violations. And T am

interested—I am sure it is many things, but one of the questions that people

have suggested is that the 3-and 10-year bars actually ended up being a

substantial issue for immediate relatives. And you hear that the waivers are

backing up and the like. Can you address that, Mr. Oppenheim? Do you

know the answer?

Mr. Oppenheim. Below is the data you requested:

212(a)(9)(B)(I) for Immediate Relative Visa Categories

Fiscal Year
FY 2007
FY 2006
FY 2005
FY 2004
FY 2003
FY 2002
FY 2001
FY 2000

Refused

217
229
123

90

&9
145
273
470

Unlawfully present 181-364 days

Waived Overcome
105 93
68 78
46 63
51 38
63 41
162 72
338 186
188 40
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212(a)(9)(B)(I1) Immediate Relative Visa Categories
Unlawfully present 365 or more days

Fiscal Year Refused Waived Overcome
FY 2007 7,880 5,313 0
FY 2006 7,794 2,601 1
FY 2005 3,125 1,524 1
FY 2004 1,853 1,205 1
FY 2003 1,216 967 0
FY 2002 1,218 2,387 2
FY 2001 3,197 4,049 0
FY 2000 3,515 629 1

Note: The "refused" total includes all refusals under 9B1 or 9B2, regardless
of whether or not they were subsequently overcome/waived.

During FY 2000-2002, there were more overcomes/waivers than refusals.
This is because these overcome/waived cases refer back to a prior year's
refusal. It appears that during that period there was a backlog in waiver
approvals at DHS.

Tt is also important to note that each action (i.e., the refusal and the
overcome/waiver) is reported independently, in the fiscal year during which
the action occurred. The overcomes/waivers are not linked to specific
refusals; each action is reported for workload purposes when it occurs.

Also, the 9B1s are only subject to a 3-year bar, whereas 9B2s are subject to
a 10-year bar. Therefore, 9B1 refusals can be overcome/waived much faster
than 9B2 refusals. It is possible for an applicant to be refused in one fiscal
year and then overcome that refusal in a subsequent year.



